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ABSTRACT 
This study investigated the relationships between self and assessor ratings of 
management dimensions (e.g. communication skills, interpersonal skills, problem 
solving skills) measured by two assessment centers, overall ratings of managerial 
potential, and background variables including demographics, work experience and 
cognitive abilities. Subjects were 179 candidates from an advanced management 
assessment program and 156 candidates from a middle management assessment 
program. For each assessment center candidate, self-ratings and assessor ratings of 
management dimensions were obtained as well as the overall assessment rating and 
background information (age, sex, race, education level, education major, years since 
degree, employment witii the company, years of service, number of subordinates, 
line/staff employment, and verbal and mathematical ability measures). 
The relationships between assessor and self-ratings were investigated through 
correlations, comparison of means and standard deviations, and factor analyses. 
Relationships of assessment ratings to background variables were investigated through 
correlations and analyses of variance. The relationships of background variables and 
assessment dimensions to the overall assessment ratings were analyzed through 
regressions. 
Results revealed that self and assessor ratings of management dimensions were 
widely different, with significantly different means and low correlations. Self-ratings 
were more lenient and displayed less halo than assessor ratings. Assessor ratings were 
negatively related to age, and positively related to education level and cognitive abilities, 
whereas self-ratings showed limited relationships with these variables. Assessor 
X 
ratings of dimensions showed a strong relationship to the overall assessment ratings, a 
relationship that was not affected significantly by self-ratings or background variables. 
Self-ratings were not strongly related to the overall assessment ratings. Implications of 
these findings and limitations of the study are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Assessment centers have traditionally been used as a selection procedure for 
management positions. Assessment centers also are being used for employee 
development, as employees can be given information regarding their performance in the 
assessment center and can then focus on developing those aspects of their performance 
needing improvement. Information on developmental needs is generally provided 
during feedback sessions which take place after the assessment center exercises have 
been completed. 
With the cuixent emphasis on participative management, it has become more 
popular to actively involve employees in the feedback process. This participation 
generally consists of having employees evaluate their own performance and then 
discuss with an assessor the discrepancies between their self-assessments and the 
assessors' evaluations. Little research exists, however, regarding the use of self-
assessments in assessment centers. 
A number of questions have been raised in the literature regarding the 
usefulness of self-assessments in personnel procedures. These questions arise from 
concern over the psychometric properties of self-assessments. Some researchers have 
argued that evidence of subjectivity and inaccuracy in self-assessments attests to their 
inappropriateness for personnel procedures. Others have indicated that self-
assessments can be accurate when specific conditions are met, such as providing a 
common basis for evaluation and confirmation of self-assessments. Indeed, inaccuracy 
in self-assessments of performance has been found when comparing self-assessments 
to evaluations from supervisors or peers, yet evidence has also been found suggesting 
that self-assessments can predict objective performance measures. 
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The reasons for the conflicting findings regarding the usefulness of self-
assessments are not fully understood. Self-assessments may be accurate in some 
settings but inaccurate in others. Research suggests that various factors such as 
ambiguity of constructs, expectation of validation, and experience in self-evaluating 
affect the accuracy of self-evaluations. Despite research on moderator variables, littie is 
known about background variables which may affect accuracy of self-assessments. 
The consequences of accuracy of self-assessments have also been studied. 
Some research indicates that accuracy of self-assessment affects defensiveness during 
feedback sessions. Thus, lower levels of accuracy can produce defensiveness which 
may in turn block the developmental motivation which the feedback session was 
intended to stimulate. If self-assessments are to be used for employee development, it 
is important to determine their accuracy and to identify individuals who may be more 
prone to inaccuracy. Identification of background variables that may affect accuracy 
can aid in this process. 
Assessment centers provide a framework in which self-assessments can be 
investigated in relation to a variety of variables, including background information and 
assessor ratings. By investigating the relationships between these variables 
simultaneously, the segmentation which has characterized past research in this area can 
be reduced. Thus a more global understanding of self-assessments as well as 
assessment centers can be obtained. 
In this study, the relationships between self-ratings of assessment center 
performance, assessor ratings and background variables will be investigated. 
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Specifically, the following questions will be addressed: How do self-ratings compare 
to assessor ratings? Do demographics, background experiences or cognitive abilities 
affect the accuracy of self-ratings? How are self-ratings, assessor ratings, and 
background variables interrelated? 
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The Assessment Center Process 
Assessment centers have become a commonly used method of identifying 
management potential in organizations. They are standardized procedures by which 
several assessors evaluate candidates on a number of characteristics according to their 
performance in a series of assessment exercises (Taft, 1959). The assessment 
exercises are developed from job analysis information. The emphasis is on evaluating 
how well candidates will deal with situations related to a new position rather than on 
their past performance. Therefore, simulation exercises are key components of the 
assessment process (Howard, 1974). 
According to Niehoff (1983), a program must have the following characteristics 
in order to be considered an assessment center: 
1- Multiple assessment procedures. 
2- Multiple trained assessors. 
3- Judgments which relate to an outcome, such as selection, training, or 
development recommendations. 
4- An overall evaluation of participants after observation of their 
behavior in all exercises. 
5- Simulation exercises previously tested for psychometric properties. 
6- Rating dimensions or characteristics which are based on a thorough 
job analysis. 
7- Assessment techniques designed to evaluate these dimensions or 
characteristics. 
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The dimensions or characteristics on which assessees are evaluated vary from 
program to program. Some of the most common dimensions include leadership, 
decision-making, organizing and planning, oral and written communications, initiative, 
energy, analytical ability, use of delegation, behavioral flexibility, resistance to stress, 
and originality (Howard, 1974). 
The techniques devised to assess these dimensions vary as well. As previously 
indicated, the most distinguishing techniques of the assessment center are simulation 
exercises. Several types of simulation exercises have been devised. The in-basket is 
an exercise in which participants sort through and handle an accumulation of memos, 
phone messages, letters, reports, etc. on a manager's desk. In a leaderless group 
discussion participants discuss an issue presented to them, and their behavior is 
observed and evaluated. Management games involve solving business problems in 
either a cooperative or competitive environment Individual presentations are used to 
assess communication skills, presentation, persuasiveness, etc. Techniques other than 
simulation exercises may be used as well. These include paper-and-pencil tests to 
assess achievement, abilities, interests or personality characteristics; interviews to 
discuss current interests; and writing assignments (Howard, 1974). 
Thornton and Byham (1982) described an assessment center as a process 
composed of three primary stages. The first stage is observing candidates and 
evaluating them on the dimensions within each exercise. At this stage, assessors make 
independent ratings of candidates. In the second stage assessors share observations 
about each participant. Based on this information, assessors independentiy rate 
candidates on each dimension across exercises. Then assessors discuss differences in 
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ratings to arrive at consensus ratings on each dimension. The final stage consists of 
using these ratings to establish an overall assessment rating (OAR) through consensus. 
The assessment process has two primary purposes. The first is to aid 
organizations in making selection, promotion, or placement decisions. The second and 
more recent application is as an employee development tool. The feedback provided to 
participants on their performance is considered to be a valuable source of information 
on development needs (Howard, 1974). Finkle (1983) broke these primary purposes 
down into five; 
1- to make a recommendation or decision about the candidate's 
qualification for a job or level. 
2- to assess candidates on a series of characteristics. 
3- to predict long range potential. 
4- to make judgments about candidate developmental needs. 
5- to develop employees through participation in the assessment center. 
Finkle cautioned that each of these purposes requires a different validation approach. 
Thus the purpose of the center must be specified before the assessment center is 
created. 
The History of Assessment Centers 
The use of multiple assessment procedures to evaluate leadership ability was 
initially adopted in military settings. In Germany, after World War I, psychologists 
played an important role in the selection and training of military personnel. Their most 
important task was the selection of future officers which, by the late 1930's, consisted 
of a complex procedure involving the evaluation of candidates on positive will. 
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determination, operative thinking, mental elasticity, mathematical thinking and character 
through the use of verbal and performance tests, writing tasks, sorting tasks, perceptual 
and psychomotor tests, situational exercises, and an in-depth interview (Thornton & 
Byham, 1982). 
During World War H, the British Army developed the British War Office 
Selection Boards (WOSBs) to select officers, using similar procedures to those 
developed in Germany. Candidates were evaluated on seventeen variables related to 
leadership using group exercises, psychological and psychiatric tests, and in-depth 
interviews (Thornton & Byham, 1982). 
The first fully developed assessment center in the United States was that of the 
Office of Strategic Services (OSS). It ran from 1943 to 1945 with the purpose of 
evaluating candidates for field operation positions. The process consisted of several 
steps. First, personality characteristics necessary for various jobs were determined 
through job analysis. Then procedures to evaluate these characteristics were 
established. Finally, these procedures were applied and placement decisions were 
made based on a discussion of the results. The assessment techniques included a 
biographical data form, mental ability tests, a sentence completion test, a health 
questionnaire, a work conditions test, an interview, and a series of situational 
exercises. The OSS provided the basic model for assessment center development later 
used in many organizational settings (Thornton & Byham, 1982). 
The assessment center procedure was first applied to an industrial setting in 
1956 in a research project conducted by the American Telephone and Telegraph 
Company, die Management Progress Study (Bray, 1964). The purpose of the study 
was to determine the dimensions that affect the career progress of managers. Subjects 
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were assessed on a variety of personality characteristics which were hypothesized to be 
related to success as Bell System managers. These characteristics included organizing, 
planning, decision-making, communication skills, personal impression, sensitivity, 
general abilities, values and interests (Thornton & Byham, 1982). For four years data 
were collected on a total of 422 men from six Bell System companies . The assessment 
consisted of three days of exercises including an interview, paper and pencil tests, 
projective tests, work samples and group exercises. Assessors then discussed each 
participant, provided a rating on each of 25 dimensions, and evaluated them on overall 
potential for advancement in management. The ratings were maintained for research 
purposes only, and did not affect progress through the company (Huck, 1973). 
In 1965, data were collected on the current status of the study participants. 
Point biserial correlations between evaluations of advancement potential and level 
achieved in the company were .44 and .71 for college graduates and noncollege 
educated employees respectively (Huck, 1973). 
The first organization in which an assessment center was used for managerial 
decision-making was Michigan Bell Telephone Company. Michigan Bell was one of 
the six Bell System companies participating in the Management Progress Study. In 
1958, however, Michigan Bell implemented the assessment program to evaluate the 
promotability of nonmanagement employees to first-level supervisors (Huck, 1973). 
Since then, assessment centers have been adopted by a large number of organizations to 
evaluate the potential of members of various groups, including engineers, college 
students, school administrators and blue-collar workers (Gaugler, Rosenthal, 
Thornton, & Bentson, 1987). 
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Assessment Center Validity 
Content Validity 
Since the inception of assessment centers, many studies have been conducted to 
evaluate their validity. One approach has been content validation. The support for this 
validation approach comes from the view that assessment center exercises are samples 
of tasks considered essential for managerial jobs. If developed from a thorough job 
analysis, the exercises in an assessment center should represent the domain of 
managerial tasks, and the program should therefore be content valid. 
Two advocates of this approach are Byham (1980) and Gorham (1978). 
Byham stated that the content validity of an assessment center can be established by 
showing that the following relationships exist: 
- dimensions are related to job activities, 
- exercises are representative of job activities, 
- dimensions are observable in job activities. 
Thus, Byham considered dimensions to be category labels for observable behaviors 
rather than traits or constructs. Gorham, however, contended that the term 
"dimension" should not be used as it can be misinterpreted to refer to a trait or 
construct. Both Byham and Gorham believed that content validity can be justified 
when the exercises elicit behaviors which are part of the job content domain as revealed 
through job analysis (Sackett, 1987). 
Several procedures have been devised to show the relationship between 
assessment dimensions and job content. Schmitt and Noe (1983) used expert judges to 
determine the validity of an assessment center for school principals. Experts rated the 
extent to which assessment dimensions were related to job tasks. Job tasks were then 
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grouped into job dimensions, and a content validity index (Lawshe, 1975) was 
computed for each combination of assessment dimensions with job dimensions. 
Negative indices revealed assessment dimensions which were not content valid. The 
same procedure was used to establish the relationship between assessment exercises 
and assessment dimensions. Exercises which did not reflect dimensions as indicated 
by a content validity index were considered inappropriate for the assessment center. 
Several authors have expressed concern over tiie fact that content validity is 
frequentiy evaluated only by establishing tiie relationship of exercises and dimensions 
in the assessment center to content of the job. Guion (1978) contended that reliable 
scoring procedures are also necessary for an assessment program to be considered job 
related. Sackett (1987) concurred with Guion, stating that the implementation of the 
assessment program and the scoring system must be considered when evaluating the 
job relatedness of the assessment center. Sackett further pointed out that content 
validity evidence is not sufficient in situations where assessment centers are used as 
signs of future performance rather than as measures of current competence. In these 
cases, criterion-related validity also must be determined. 
Criterion-Related Validitv 
Since the initial data from the Management Progress Study, a number of 
criterion-related validity studies have been conducted to determine how predictive 
ratings derived from assessment centers are of management success. The predictors in 
these studies have been the overall assessment ratings, as they are used to make 
promotion recommendations or decisions. The criteria have included company 
progress indicators such as promotions or salary increases as well as job performance 
measures. 
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Prediction of company progress. Kraut and Scott (1972) followed the career 
progress of 1086 employees who had participated in an assessment program 
implemented in 1965 by the Office Products Division of IBM. The employees were 
assessed for sales, service or administrative positions. The assessment process 
resulted in a narrative description of employee capabilities and an overall rating of 
"ultimate management potential" (p. 125). The ratings ranged from five, indicating the 
individual should remain in the current level, to one, in which case the employee was 
considered to have executive potential. This information was passed on to employee 
supervisors and higher levels of management to determine promotability to first-level 
managers. Because the assessment center evaluations were not formally used to 
determine subsequent promotions, it was considered that subsequent promotions were 
acceptable criteria for determining the predictive validity of the assessment ratings. 
Kraut and Scott found that those who obtained better ratings in the program 
evaluating first-level management potential had a greater chance of later moving into 
second-level management positions than those who attained poorer ratings. In 
addition, those having poorer ratings tended to be demoted more frequently than those 
with better ratings. The authors concluded that the assessment program was useful in 
discriminating between employees with varying degrees of management potential. 
Mitchel (1975) conducted a longitudinal study to determine the predictive 
validity of assessment center ratings over time. Subjects were 254 managers assessed 
while in lower management. Twenty-four measures from the assessment program 
were used as predictors including test scores, peer ratings and assessor ratings. The 
criterion data were salary growth figures, controlled for initial salary and tenure, 
computed one, three and five years after the assessment. Correlations of salary growth 
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with peer and assessor ratings were significant and showed slight increases over time. 
Mitchel concluded that the time at which the criterion measure is collected may affect the 
predictive validity of assessment center ratings. Mitchel contended that criterion 
contamination was minimized in this study since "every effort is made ... to keep the 
report from the immediate supervisor's direct access" (p. 578). 
Studies have been conducted to determine the validity of assessment centers for 
selecting women managers. Using Bell System data, Moses and Boehm (1975) looked 
at the relationship between ratings of management potential in women nonmanagers and 
later promotions into management by compared the ratings of 4846 women to their 
current management level. By using current level rather than first promotion after 
assessment center participation, it was felt that the problem of criterion contamination 
was somewhat controlled. This assumption was grounded on two facts: first, after the 
initial promotion, performance rather than assessor ratings was used to determine 
promotions, and second, assessor ratings were not maintained in employee files for 
more than three years. Moses and Boehm found that women rated as "more than 
acceptable" were 10 times more likely to have received several promotions than those 
rated "not acceptable." In addition, the distributions of ratings and the success ratios 
were very similar to those obtained using men who had participated in the same 
assessment program (Moses, 1972). The authors concluded that the ratings appeared 
to be equally valid for both men and women. 
A similar study conducted by Ritchie and Moses (1983) revealed that 
assessment ratings of middle management potential in women managers were related to 
progress in the company. The authors conducted a longitudinal study of 1633 women 
managers, primarily at the entry level of management. They were rated as more than 
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acceptable, acceptable, questionable or nonacceptable. Those women obtaining 
acceptable and above ratings were recommended for special treatment which consisted 
of an increase in financial compensation and career counseling to aid in preparation for 
middle management. No information on women not recommended was passed on 
beyond the research group. Seven years later, data on the management level attained 
were collected for both recommended and nonrecommended participants. As might 
have been expected due to the special advantages offered to high-rating participants, a 
substantial correlation (r = .42) was found between assessment ratings and subsequent 
progress in the company. A comparison of OARs and dimension ratings of men and 
women revealed no differences between the two groups. These findings, therefore, 
further confirmed the validity of assessment center ratings for predicting managerial 
success of women. 
These studies provide encouraging evidence about the predictive validity of 
assessment center ratings, but the results must be interpreted with caution. Although 
assessment center evaluations were not formally used to determine progress beyond the 
first level of management, knowledge of the evaluations could have inadvertently 
biased the subsequent progress of participants in the company. Two effects described 
by Kraut and Scott (1972) may have occurred. The "crown prince" effect refers to the 
special status which an individual may attain from being selected to participate in tiie 
assessment program or from having obtained a high rating from the program. 
Knowledge of either of these conditions could bias subsequent evaluations and 
practically assure future promotions. The opposite effect, or "kiss of death" could also 
occur. A poor assessment center rating could greatiy decrease chances of promotion by 
biasing perceptions of the employee's ability. 
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A review of assessment center validity studies conducted by Klimoski and 
Strickland (1977) brought special attention to the issue of criteria used in assessment 
center validation studies. These authors argued that the criteria used in predictive 
validity studies had been rather homogeneous and "may have less to do with managerial 
effectiveness than managerial adaptation and survival" (p. 355). The criteria generally 
were promotions or salary growth, which are not necessarily indicators of adequate 
performance. Klimoski and Strickland suggested one possible explanation for the 
predictive validity of assessment center ratings: they are simply capturing the policies of 
company decision-makers. Assessors, based on their knowledge of company 
operating procedures, may merely be anticipating promotion decisions made by 
managers. Klimoski and Strickland therefore emphasized the need for studies which 
use performance rather than progress measures as criteria. 
Prediction of iob performance. One of the few early studies using performance 
measures as criteria was conducted by Bray and Campbell (1968), who evaluated the 
validity of an assessment program for salespeople at American Telephone and 
Telegraph. The criterion measure was not contaminated as the study was conducted for 
research puiposes only and results were not revealed to supervisors, trainers or the 
participants themselves. A total of 78 salesmen were evaluated on twenty sales 
qualities and were given a final rating of more than acceptable, acceptable, less than 
acceptable or unacceptable. An average of six months after participation in the 
assessment program, performance observations were conducted by an experienced 
team of field reviewers. These reviewers determined whether or not performance met 
established standards. A significant relationship (chi-square) was found between the 
criterion and assessment center ratings, with all assessees who were rated "acceptable" 
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meeting the criterion and only two of the 21 assessees rated as "unacceptable" meeting 
the criterion. In addition, positive trends were found to exist between assessor ratings 
and supervisor or trainer ratings. These results indicated that the assessment program 
was effective in distinguishing employees with acceptable and unacceptable 
performance. 
Schmitt, Noe, Meritt, and Fitzgerald (1984) evaluated the predictive validity of 
assessment center ratings in the selection of secondary and elementary school 
administrators. The criteria were performance ratings provided by supervisors, 
teachers and support staff, and school climate ratings provided by teachers, students 
and support staff. Performance was rated on a behaviorally anchored rating scale. 
School climate ratings were given on several climate measures: cuiriculum issues, 
student activities, support services, staff selection, evaluation and development, 
community relations, school plant maintenance and structured communication. Results 
showed a significant relationship between the assessment center recommendation and 
overall performance ratings from supervisors and teachers. No significant relationship 
was found, however, with support staff performance ratings. This may have been 
caused by the inability of support staff to obtain direct information on the performance 
of administrators. School climate ratings, regardless of source, were not found to 
relate to assessment recommendations. It was argued that school climate may be 
affected more by situational factors than by the performance of school administrators. 
The results of these studies suggested that assessment center ratings can validly predict 
job performance and do not merely predict organizational survival as was suggested by 
Klimoski and Strickland (1977). 
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Gaugler et al. (1987) conducted a meta-analysis of the predictive validity of 
assessment centers. These authors used the Schmidt and Hunter (1977) meta-analytic 
procedure to estimate the amount of variance shared by assessment ratings and various 
criteria. The authors collected a total of 50 published and unpublished studies, of 
which three contained sample sizes of several thousand. Once it was determined that 
these three studies did not significantly change the validity coefficients obtained in the 
meta-analysis, they were removed from subsequent analyses to prevent their sample 
size weighted means and variances from dominating analyses. Validity coefficients 
from within a study that used the same type of criterion were combined. This resulted 
in 107 validity coefficients in the meta-analysis. The unweighted mean validity across 
the sample from 47 studies was .32. The highest mean validity coefficient (£ = .45) 
was obtained from studies which used rated potential as a criterion. When coirected for 
restriction of range and unreliability in criteria, the mean validity coefficient was 
estimated to be .37. The corrected mean of studies using rated potential as the criterion 
was considerably higher than the others, with a value of i = .53. The lower 90% 
credibility value (the point above which 90% of the true validity coefficients lie) was 
found to be higher than zero for all studies except those using dimension ratings of job 
performance as criteria. 
Further analysis revealed several moderators. Validities were higher with a 
higher percentage of female assessees, a large number of assessment devices, 
psychologists as assessors, peer evaluations included in the study, and with higher 
quality studies. Gaugler et al. concluded that assessment centers do have a minimum 
level of predictive validity and that some variance is attributable to situation specific 
factors. They cautioned, however, that criterion contamination may exist in criterion-
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related validity studies of assessment centers. A prototype of a good manager may 
pervade the organization in which the assessment center is being used. Thus the 
assessment evaluation, as well as subsequent evaluations or promotions, may be based 
on the fit of the candidates to the prototype. When these evaluations or promotions are 
used as criteria in assessment center validity studies, the assessment evaluations are 
found to be predictive of management success. The authors join others (Klimoski & 
Strickland, 1977; Tumage & Muchinsky, 1984) in questioning the extent to which the 
assessment process identifies individuals with good management skills over the 
organization's prototype of a good manager. One piece of evidence supporting the 
prototype argument is the higher validity coefficient obtained in studies using potential 
ratings as criteria (r = .53) than in those using actual job performance (r = .36). 
Although assessment center ratings have been found to predict promotions 
(Gaugler et al., 1987; Hinrichs, 1978; Kraut & Scott, 1972; Mitchel, 1975; Moses & 
Boehm, 1975; Ritchie & Moses, 1983; Tumage & Muchinsky, 1984), they also have 
been found to predict job performance (Bray & Campbell, 1968; Gaugler et al., 1987; 
McEvoy & Beatty, 1989; Pynes & Bernardin, 1989; Schmitt et al., 1984). Thus, the 
predictive validity of assessment center ratings is well documented. Their value when 
compared with other selection methods, however, remains unclear. 
Comparison of predictive validitv of assessment centers to traditional measures. 
Although assessment center ratings have been found to relate to job performance, some 
authors have suggested that assessment center ratings may predict the same elements 
predicted by more traditional methods of evaluation. Klimoski and Strickland (1977) 
contended that the predictive accuracy of assessment center ratings needs to be 
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compared with that of other predictors to determine the value of the centers to 
organizations. 
Hinrichs (1978) compared the predictive validity of assessment ratings to that of 
more "naturalistic" ratings provided by management representatives. The management 
representatives rated 47 individuals on management potential using only information 
available from personnel files. The criterion measures were position attained one and 
eight years after assessment. These measures were not contaminated because neither 
assessment nor naturalistic ratings were used for company decision-making. The 
correlations between assessment center ratings and the criterion measures were found to 
be significant and increased over time, as was found by Mitchel (1975). In addition, 
the dimensions having the strongest relationship with the criteria (aggressiveness, 
persuasiveness, oral communication, and self-confidence) were found to be logically 
related to success in marketing. 
When comparing the predictive validity of assessor and naturalistic ratings, 
Hinrichs (1978) found the latter to have slighdy higher correlations with the criterion. 
The author therefore concurred with Klimoski and Strickland (1977) in questioning the 
usefulness of assessment centers, and argued that less expensive procedures could be 
used to predict advancement in the company. He suggested, however, that assessment 
centers might be more valuable than less expensive procedures in predicting actual 
performance of managers. 
Pynes and Bernardin (1989) evaluated the ability of assessment centers to 
predict future performance of police recruits. A sample of 275 candidates underwent an 
assessment center prior to academy training, but their selection into training was not 
based on assessment center performance. Criteria in the study were training 
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performance and on-the-job performance. Results showed significant correlations of 
OARs with training performance (r = .14) and with on-the-job performance (r = .20). 
These coefficients were, however, comparable to those obtained using cognitive tests 
as predictors (r = .31 with training performance, i = .17 with job performance). The 
authors questioned whether the cost of an assessment center is justifiable when 
comparing the predictive validity of their ratings to that of other measures. 
Tumage and Muchinsky (1984) compared the validity of assessment center 
ratings to that of traditional measures for predicting various criteria. Subjects were 799 
managers who were promoted to first-level supervisory positions after assessment 
center participation. The criterion measures included standard job performance ratings, 
special job performance ratings paralleling the assessment center ratings, job 
performance rankings, potential ratings, promotions, transfers and reductions, quits 
and discharges, and salary progression. Results showed that overall assessment 
ratings were most highly related to potential ratings. The correlations were .23 with 
five-year potential, .29 with career potential, and .16 with overall potential ratings. 
Assessment center ratings were not predictive of job performance ratings, job 
performance rankings, promotions beyond first level, transfers and reductions, or quits 
and discharges. This assessment center may indeed have served to identify individuals 
who fit the organizational prototype of a good manager rather than predicting which 
ones would actually be good managers. 
In addition, data were collected on a number of traditional predictor variables: 
items from a background questionnaire (number of activities, career objective - level 
desired, career objective - chances of reaching, personal description, job attributes 
desired, description of supervisor's job, importance of job factors and description of 
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own job), a number of demographic variables, and arithmetic and general ability test 
scores. These, variables did not, in general, correlate significandy with the various 
criterion measures. Level desired in career correlated with potential ratings, and 
attitudes desired and description of supervisor's job correlated with promotions. Of the 
demographic variables, tenure, education, number of months as a regular foreman, sex 
and arithmetic test scores correlated significandy with criterion measures. 
When comparing the results from traditional predictors to the correlations of 
assessment center ratings with the various criteria, the usefulness of assessment centers 
can come into question. As has been found on other studies (Hinrichs, 1978; Pynes & 
Bernardin, 1989), assessment center ratings appeared to be no more predictive of the 
criteria than were traditional predictor variables. Tenure and education were more 
predictive of potential ratings than OARs. Number of months as a regular foreman was 
correlated with performance appraisal ratings as well as with the special job 
performance ratings, whereas the OARs were not predictive of these criteria (Tumage 
& Muchinsky, 1984). 
A second set of analyses compared samples of assessees who were and were 
not promoted into supervisory positions. In this analysis, assessment center ratings 
were found, on average, to predict promotion, whereas background variables were 
only minimally predictive. 
From all these analyses, Tumage and Muchinsky drew the following 
conclusions: Neither assessment ratings nor traditional measures were very predictive 
of job performance. Assessment center ratings were, however, predictive of first 
promotions. The auUiors argued that these results may provide support for Klimoski 
and Strickland's (1977) contention that assessment centers serve to screen out 
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individuals who fit the organizational prototype of a "good" manager. The authors, 
however, acknowledged that the study contained some methodological limitations • 
which make the evidence presented inconclusive and difficult to generalize to other 
assessment centers. These limitations, such as restriction of range, skewed data, low 
predictor and criterion reliabilities, are inherent in real world data. The results, 
however, do question the value of assessment centers for predicting actual job 
performance and their usefulness when compared with more traditional selection 
methods. 
McEvoy and Beatty (1989) compared the validity of assessment center, 
supervisor, and subordinate ratings in predicting promotions, supervisor ratings and 
subordinate ratings of 52 managers. Criterion measures were collected two, four and 
seven years after participating in the assessment center. Results showed that OARs 
were highly predictive (r = .68 to r = .69) of promotions and moderately predictive 
(r = -.14 to I = .43) of supervisor and subordinate ratings both at the time of 
assessment and seven years after assessment. Subordinate ratings were found to be 
more predictive of performance ratings than OARs in the intermediate term. Regression 
analyses indicated that the OAR s accounted for unique variance in promotions and 
supervisor ratings not explained by the other predictors. Based on the results, the 
authors concluded that assessment centers can provide information not available from 
other sources. 
Schmitt (1977) also tried to determine the relative contribution of assessment 
ratings compared to other measures. He conducted a principal-components factor 
analysis on the consensus ratings of 101 candidates for middle management. The 
seventeen assessment dimensions produced three factors: administrative skills. 
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interpersonal skills, and activity. These factors were then included in a regression 
equation, together with scores from a paper-and-pencil test, to determine their relative 
contribution to the overall assessment ratings. Schmitt concluded that, as the test 
accounted for significantly less variance than the three factors, assessment centers can 
measure some constructs which are difficult to measure using more traditional 
procedures. 
In an attempt to illustrate the various means of determining the value of 
assessment centers, Cascio and Silbey (1979) conducted a utility analysis of a 
hypothetical assessment center using the Cronbach and Gleser (1965) utility model. 
Six parameters were used: validity of the assessment center, validity of another 
selection procedure, the cost of the assessment center, selection ratio, standard 
deviation of the criterion in dollars, and the number of assessment centers. The 
analyses varied the value of one parameter while holding all others constant. Results 
indicated that assessment center payoff per selectee was negative when compared to 
another selection method that had the same level of validity. This finding was the direct 
result of the cost of assessment centers. When compared with random selection, 
however, the validity of the center needed to be only .05 to obtain a positive payoff. In 
addition to the validities of the assessment center and the other selection method, size of 
the criterion standard deviation and selection ratio also had a significant impact on the 
utility of the assessment center. The effects of number of assessment centers and cost 
of assessment centers on payoff were insignificant. Although these findings were 
obtained by making a number of assumptions, they illustrate tiie importance of 
considering a variety of factors besides validity coefficients when determining the 
usefulness of assessment centers. 
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Construct Validity 
Because assessment centers traditionally result in an overall rating of each 
candidate which derives from ratings on various dimensions, an issue of central 
concern to researchers has been determining the construct validity of these dimensions. 
Construct validity of within-exercise dimension ratings. As dimension ratings 
are generally obtained from each of the various assessment center exercises, and then 
aggregated across exercises, some researchers have questioned whether these 
aggregated ratings are exercise specific or representative of dimensions which can be 
measured across exercises. Sackett and Dreher (1982) conducted a factor analysis of 
dimension ratings within exercise from three independent assessment centers to 
determine whether the factors obtained represented dimensions or exercises. A 
principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted. Results of this 
analysis indicated that, in each organization, factors represented exercises rather than 
dimensions. Correlations of dimension ratings across exercises were lower tiian the 
correlations of dimension ratings witiiin exercises. The magnitude of the difference, 
however, varied by organization. In two organizations, correlations of dimension 
ratings across exercises were close to zero; in the third organization the average 
dimension across exercise correlation was .51. The authors concluded that method 
variance existed in all three centers. 
Sackett and Dreher argued that the findings of this study do not imply that 
assessment center ratings lack construct validity. Indeed, ratings from the third 
organization appeared to have construct validity as indicated by the dimension across 
exercises correlation. The results suggested that construct validity of assessment center 
dimensions varies across organizations (Sackett, 1987). Sackett and Dreher indicated 
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that this type of analysis can be useful in evaluating individual assessment centers. 
Furthermore, the authors cautioned against assuming that assessment center procedures 
measure various constructs associated with managerial success on the basis of content 
validity evidence alone. 
Neidig and Neidig (1984) argued that Sackett and Dreher (1982) placed too 
much importance on the correspondence of dimension ratings across exercises. They 
contended that differences across exercises should be expected because the purpose is 
to sample various job related behaviors, not to obtain repeated samples of the same 
behavior. Furthermore, they believe that this does not detract from the value of 
assessment centers, as these continue to be job related. 
In response to this argument, Sackett and Dreher (1984) stated that if dimension 
ratings across exercises are expected to be unrelated, then the meaning of overall 
dimension ratings is unclear. This lack of clarity should lead to questions about the 
validity of the conclusions drawn from the ratings. Such findings do not imply that 
assessment center ratings are not predictive of managerial success, but rather emphasize 
the need for evidence of job relatedness beyond content validity. Careful design of 
exercises, according to Sackett and Dreher (1982), does not imply validity. They 
suggested replacing global dimension ratings with ratings on a series of critical 
managerial roles identified through job analysis. By using this structure, content 
validation would provide sufficient evidence of job relatedness when the assessment 
center is used as a sample of current behavior (Sackett and Dreher, 1984). 
The situational specificity of candidate behavior in assessment centers was 
further evaluated by Tumage and Muchinsky (1982). The authors applied analysis of 
variance to the multitrait-multimethod matrix (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) of exercise by 
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dimension ratings of assessment center candidates. Four sources of variance were 
tested. Person variance indicates the amount of variance across candidates on exercises 
and traits. The person by trait interaction indicates discriminant validity. The person 
by situation interaction indicates situational specificity of assessment ratings. The 
fourth source of variance was error. The results of the analysis of variance revealed a 
large person effect, a weak person by trait interaction, and a strong person by situation 
interaction. Thus, ratings were found to differ across candidates and between 
situations within candidate. Ratings were not, however, found to differ across traits 
within candidates. The authors argued that the lack of discriminant validity across traits 
could be due to either traits not comprising distinguishable factors or raters not being 
trained to differentiate between traits. From these results, the authors concluded that 
both halo and situational specificity of behavior accounted for a significant portion of 
the variance in assessment center ratings. Evidence for discriminant validity of 
dimension ratings was not found. 
According to Russell (1987), the analysis of dimension rating intercorrelations 
can help clarify which of the two main explanations provided in the literature for the 
predictive validity of assessment centers is more accurate. The person characteristic 
model assumes that assessment center procedures actually measure characteristics or 
traits that are pertinent to successful performance on the job for which candidates are 
being selected. If this is the case, candidate ratings across characteristics should differ, 
and the multitrait-multimethod matrix of assessment ratings should show discriminant 
validity across dimensions. The role congruency model, in contrast, holds that 
assessment centers are predictive of manager success because they select out 
"prototype" managers rather than candidates with good management traits (Sackett & 
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Dreher, 1982,1984). If role congruency explains the predictive validity of assessment 
center ratings, then performance level in the various assessment center roles would be 
expected to relate to success as a manager. Thus, higher intercorrelations would be 
expected across dimensions within exercises then within dimensions across exercises. 
Russell (1987) tested these explanations by applying a multitrait-multimethod 
matrix design to the ratings of 75 assessment center candidates from a Fortune 500 
company. The average heterotrait-monomethod correlations were .53 and .52 for the 
two exercises used in the analysis while the average monotrait-heteromethod correlation 
was .25. Thus intercorrelations of ratings within exercises were higher than those of 
dimension ratings across exercises. These findings, according to Russell, provided 
evidence for the role congruency model of assessment centers. Based on these findings 
and the findings in past literature (Klimoski & Strickland, 1977), Russell concluded 
that the construct validity of dimensions assessed by assessment centers was 
questionable. 
Further analysis of the situational specificity of assessment center ratings was 
conducted by Bycio, Alvares, and Hahn (1987) using confirmatory factor analysis. 
Three models were tested to identify factors established by assessor ratings. Since the 
assessment consisted of five exercises and eight dimensions, the first model tested for 
the existence of five exercise factors and eight ability factors. The second model, based 
on the lack of discriminant validity found in other studies (e.g., Tumage & Muchinsky, 
1982) tested for the existence of one ability factor and five exercise factors. The third 
model tested for five exercise factors. The three models were tested using a sample of 
1170 assessment candidates. Findings revealed that, regardless of the model used, 
exercise variance was greater than ability and error variance combined. This finding 
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could not be attributed to rater effects as assessors were rotated among exercises. Thus 
the authors concluded that assessment center ratings were largely situation-specific. 
Factors affecting construct validity. Bycio et al. (1987) questioned the reason 
for the repeated finding of situational specificity of assessment center ratings. The 
authors argued that the structure of an assessment center typically does not allow for 
repeated observations of the same trait within exercises. With only one observation per 
trait within an exercise, situational factors can easily mask consistency of behavior. 
This is consistent with the authors'.finding that exercises with a greater number of 
ability ratings (such as the in-basket) tended to show greater proportions of ability 
variance than those exercises with fewer ability ratings. 
This explanation raises concern about the cognitive demands placed on 
assessors. Sackett and Hakel (1979) indicated that combining 15 to 25 pieces of 
information into an overall assessment rating is a cognitively difficult task. These 
authors found that five dimensions could predict most of the variance in OARs. They 
also found that assessor's ratings of the importance of each dimension to the OAR did 
not correspond with the actual weights of these dimension ratings on the OAR. Thus, 
assessors did not understand how they combined assessment center information. 
Russell (1985) extended the work of Sackett and Hakel to examine whether the 
use of an organizational heuristic could aid assessors to integrate information from 
exercise dimension ratings. Assessors first developed dimension ratings individually 
after all exercises were completed. Following a discussion with other assessors, 
dimension ratings were again determined. These postdiscussion ratings were used by 
individual assessors to arrive at OAR's. The heuristic consisted of training assessors to 
subgroup the 18 dimensions into four categories: personal qualities, interpersonal 
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skills, problem-solving skills and communication skills, and to weight these four 
categories equally in the OAR's. 
Russell then evaluated the factor structure of the ratings to determine the 
effectiveness of the heuristic. A confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the factor 
structure did not represent the four prespecified categories. Instead three main factors 
dominated: interpersonal skills, problem-solving skills and paper-and-pencil 
instruments. Russell also found that assessor dimension ratings were generally 
dominated by a single factor and a significant proportion of OAR variance could be 
explained by the interaction of two factors: interpersonal skills and problem-solving. 
Thus the audior concluded that assessors were not using assessment center information 
as specified for arriving at OARs. 
Given the cognitive demands placed on assessors when a large number of 
dimensions exist, Tumage and Muchinsky (1982) suggested that the use of a smaller 
number of dimensions might improve the construct validity of assessment centers. 
Gaugler and Thornton (1989) provided evidence supporting the use of fewer 
dimensions. They compared the accuracy and discriminant validity of ratings in 
conditions of three, six and nine dimensions. Subjects were trained to record 
behaviors, classify them into dimensions and then provide dimension ratings. Each 
subject individually rated the behaviors of videotaped candidates in several exercises 
using three, six or nine dimensions. 
Subjects were evaluated on the accuracy of their observations, the accuracy of 
tiieir classifications and the discriminant validity of their ratings. The accuracy of 
observations was determined by comparing the number of good observations, defined 
as a behavioral statement that specifically described an action or statement, to the total 
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number of observations made and the total number of good observations displayed by 
the candidate. No significant difference in observation accuracy was found between 
groups using three, six and nine dimensions. Groups were found to differ, however, 
in the accuracy with which they classified good observations into dimensions as 
determined by comparing their classifications to those of experts. The group using 
three dimensions classified observations more accurately than those using six or nine 
dimensions. An analysis of a multitrait-multimethod matrix indicated that, although 
discriminant validity was low in all conditions, the average convergent validity was 
greater in the groups using three (r = .83) and six (r = .80) dimensions than in the 
group using nine dimensions (r = .70). The authors suggested that the increased 
accuracy in classification and increased convergent validity that occurred when using 
fewer dimensions may have resulted from placing fewer cognitive demands on 
assessors (Gaugler & Thornton, 1989). 
Several studies have evaluated the effects of rating method on the construct 
validity of assessment center ratings. Silverman, Dalessio, Woods, and Johnson 
(1986) compared the effects of two rating methods on the convergent and discriminant 
validity of assessment center ratings. The within-exercise rating metiiod consisted of 
rating candidates on dimensions within each exercise. The within-dimension method 
consisted of recording behavioral information during each exercise, sharing this 
information across assessors, and then arriving at an overall dimension rating and a 
dimension rating for each exercise at the completion of all exercises. The multitrait-
multimethod matrix revealed higher convergent validity for the within-dimension 
method than the within-exercise method. Both methods showed limited discriminant 
validity in that monotrait-heteromethod correlations were found to be lower than 
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heterotrait-monomethod correlations. The within-exercise method, however, showed 
lower discriminant validity than the within-dimension method. The same results were 
obtained through analysis of variance. The within-dimension rating method showed 
greater convergent validity, slightly greater discriminant validity and less method 
variance than the within-exercise rating method. The authors suggested that the within-
exercise method restricted the assessor's ability to observe similarities of behavior 
across exercises and conversely forced the assessor to observe similarities of behavior 
within exercises. The limited discriminant validity found using both methods 
suggested that an exercise effect existed in the assessment center. 
Reilly, Henry, and Smither (1990) conducted a study to determine whether the 
use of behavioral checklists as rating devices would improve the construct validity of 
dimension ratings. Assessors first rated candidates using the conventional dimension-
within-exercise procedure. Behavioral checklists were then developed for each 
dimension by having assessors first provide examples of behaviors related to the 
dimensions and then applying the retranslation procedure outlined by Smith and 
Kendall (1963) to ensure agreement in the correspondence of behaviors to dimensions. 
The resulting checklists were then used in the assessment of a new set of candidates. 
Behaviors were checked for.each dimension, and totals were calculated to obtain 
dimension scores with each exercise. 
Reilly et al. then compared the convergent and discriminant validity obtained 
using the two rating methods. Results showed a higher average monotrait-
heteromethod correlation using behavioral checklists (E = .43) than using traditional 
dimension ratings ([ = .24). The average heterotrait-monomethod correlations were 
similar in the behavioral checklist method ([ = .41) and the traditional method (r = .47). 
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These results indicated that, although the exercise effect remained strong, the 
convergent validity of assessment center ratings could be increased by using behavioral 
checklists as rating devices. 
The authors suggested that behavioral checklists might have been effective in 
increasing convergent validity because they decreased cognitive demands placed on 
assessors. The behavioral checklists might have focused the attention of assessors on a 
set of relevant behaviors as well as aided the assessors in recalling behaviors displayed 
by candidates. In addition, the assessors were not required to organize behaviors into 
dimensions since this categorization was already prespecified by the checklists. 
The studies evaluating the factors affecting construct validity of assessment 
center ratings suggest that, although situational specificity of behavior has been found, 
reducing the cognitive demands placed on assessors can increase convergent validity of 
within-exercise dimension ratings. 
Construct validitv of overall dimension ratings. Prior research on construct 
validity has focused on within-exercise dimension ratings, but Gaugler and Thornton 
(1989) argued that a new focus on across-exercise dimension ratings is warranted since 
these are ultimately used for decision-making purposes. The authors suggested that 
comparing these ratings to information from external sources such as paper-and-pencil 
tests, peer ratings or self-ratings could provide information on their construct validity. 
Shore, Thornton, and McFarlane (1990) initiated this work by evaluating the 
relationships between final assessment center dimension ratings and external measures 
of constructs consisting of subgrouped dimensions. Dimensions were rationally 
classified into one of two types of measures: interpersonal style or performance style. 
Ratings on these two groups were compared to scores on both cognitive ability and 
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personality measures. Results showed a significantly stronger correlation between 
performance style dimensions and cognitive ability measures (r = .25) than between 
interpersonal style dimensions and cognitive ability ([ = .09). Furthermore, 
dimensions were generally more strongly correlated with conceptually similar than with 
conceptually dissimilar personality scales. Finally, the average correlation within 
dimension categoiy (interpersonal style or performance style) was generally higher than 
across dimension categories. According to the authors, these results provided initial 
evidence for construct validity of two categories of final assessment center dimension 
ratings. 
The authors concluded by suggesting that further research be conducted to 
investigate the construct validity of final assessment center dimension ratings. They 
suggested a study comparing the construct validity of within-exercise dimension ratings 
and final dimension ratings from the same sample to help determine the relative validity 
of these approaches or a study comparing final dimension ratings from several sources, 
including self and peer ratings, in a multitrait-multimethod matrix to provide further 
evidence of the construct validity of assessment centers. 
Summarv 
Numerous studies have been conducted to evaluate the validity of assessment 
center ratings. It has been argued that content validation does not provide sufficient 
evidence of validity when assessment center ratings are used for prediction of future 
success. Thus, criterion-related validity studies have been conducted. These have used 
the overall assessment rating as the predictor and company progress indicators or job 
performance as the criteria. Although predictive of both types of criteria, the OAR has 
been found to predict progression in the company better than job performance. This 
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finding has lead to the belief that assessment centers may be effectively identifying 
individuals who match a company prototype of a good manager. Construct validity 
studies have tried to identify the constructs measured in assessment centers. These 
studies have generally evaluated the convergent and discriminant validity of within-
exercise dimension ratings. Results have shown limited discriminant validity. 
Although assessment center ratings have been found to have acceptable levels of 
predictive validity, their construct validity and their value in comparison to more 
traditional predictors is not well established. 
Self-Assessments of Abilities 
Self-assessments of abilities have been used for a number of purposes. One 
use has been as a primary source of information from which decisions or 
recommendations are made. Self-assessments have also been used as a means of 
confirming data obtained from other sources, thus helping define constructs. In 
addition, they have been used to obtain the unique perspective of the individual as a 
complement to other information. In evaluative situations, self-assessments may be 
obtained to understand the individual's viewpoint and, with that understanding, to 
provide more helpful feedback. All of these applications require that self-assessments 
have acceptable validity levels. 
Self-assessments have been evaluated for their applicability to a variety of 
personnel procedures including selection, performance evaluation, or identification of 
training needs (Thornton, 1980). Disagreement exists, however, regarding their 
usefulness. Some researchers have argued that self-assessments are inappropriate for 
personnel applications due to the inability of individuals to rate their abilities, skills and 
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knowledge objectively and accurately (Anderson, Warner, & Spencer, 1984). 
Campbell and Lee (1988) indicated that self-assessments'are unlikely to be used as 
evaluative tools in personnel decision-making, but can be valuable for developmental 
uses, as they might increase an employee's acceptance of personnel decisions. 
Others have argued that the accuracy of self-assessments has not been 
established but should be further investigated since accurate self-assessments could be 
an inexpensive means of acquiring data from employees or potential employees 
(Levine, Flory, & Ash, 1977). The validity of self-assessments must thus be 
evaluated. 
Criterion-Related Validitv of Self-Assessments 
The criterion-related validity of self-assessments has been evaluated in a variety 
of areas including vocational abilities, cognitive abilities and performance on specific 
tasks. 
Self-assessments of abilities are frequently incorporated in vocational interest 
measures. In order to determine the validity of these measures, Lowman and Williams 
(1987) compared self-ratings of abilities and competencies on Holland's Self-Directed 
Search (SDS) to test scores which related directly to each of Holland's six occupational 
categories (Holland, 1972). Results presented in a multitrait-multimethod matrix 
showed a general pattern of moderate convergent and discriminant validity for the 
Abilities section of the SDS but less support for these validities in the Competencies 
section of the SDS. The authors concluded that moderate relationships at best existed 
between self-ratings of vocational abilities and actual ability. These results were similar 
to the findings of Kelso, Holland, and Gottfredson (1977), who found moderately low 
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correlations between Competencies on the SDS and vocational aptitude measures from 
the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery. 
When evaluating the validity of self-assessments for personnel applications, 
DeNisi and Shaw (1977) found significant but low correlations between self-ratings of 
a series of abilities and test scores corresponding to the abilities. Due to these results 
the authors concluded that self-assessments cannot substitute for ability tests as 
predictors of job performance. 
Levine et al. (1977) compared self-ratings of clerical abilities of 75 clerical state 
government employees to both test scores and supervisor ratings. The authors found 
that self-ratings were significantiy correlated with corresponding test scores of spelling, 
grammar, word meaning, arithmetic, and reading speed and comprehension. Three 
self-rated abilities were not significantly correlated with test scores: speed and accuracy 
of proofreading, speed and accuracy of alphabetizing, and speed and accuracy of 
comparing names and numbers for exact likeness. Results also showed significant 
correlations between related self-ratings and supervisory ratings. The self-ratings that 
correlated highest with test scores also correlated with supervisory ratings. Self-ratings 
were thus judged to be valid predictors of performance. 
Levine et al. also investigated the accuracy of the self-rated typing ability of 
applicants to clerical jobs when the applicants either expected or did not expect to take a 
typing test. Results showed significant relationships between self-ratings and test 
scores. No significant difference was found between two groups with varying 
experience which did not know they would take a typing test (E = .65, i = .66) and the 
group which was informed that a test would follow completion of the application 
(r = .62). 
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Although significant relationships were found between test scores and self-
ratings in both of these studies, Levine et al. cautioned that self-ratings are prone to 
faking and can be inflated in competitive situations. The authors nevertheless indicated 
that self-ratings can be valuable supplements to personnel procedures for informing 
applicants about the basic content of a job or for obtaining information on "task and 
work condition preferences" (p. 435). 
Ash (1980) further investigated self-assessment of typing ability. High school 
students taking typing classes were asked to indicate the number of correct words (or 
numbers) per minute they could type in five different typing tasks (straight copy, 
letters, revised manuscript, numbers and tables). Students were most accurate in 
estimating their straight copy (r = .59), letters (i = .27) and revised manuscript 
(l = .27) scores. Self-assessment scores were inflated when compared to actual test 
scores, and self-assessments of alphabetic materials were less predictive of test scores 
for minority than majority group members. Ash concluded that self-assessments are 
moderately predictive of test scores but that differential prediction may exist. He 
argued that self-assessments could be used as an initial screening device to eliminate the 
cost of testing all applicants for clerical positions. 
A review of studies comparing self-assessments to other methods of 
psychological assessment was conducted by Shrauger and Osberg (1981). All the 
studies included in the review used a clear criterion and made a direct comparison 
between self-assessments and external assessments. The studies were grouped by type 
of behavior assessed. When predicting academic achievement in a different academic 
setting (e.g. high school to college) as measured by grades, studies generally showed 
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that self-assessments were comparable predictors to standardized test scores and to 
previous grades. 
A meta-analysis of the validity of self-assessments was conducted by Mabe and 
West (1982). In order to be included in the analysis, studies were required to use 
performance criteria such as scores on objective tests, class grades or supervisor 
ratings. A total of 55 studies were reviewed, 81% of which used college students as 
subjects. Results of the meta-analysis showed a sample size weighted mean correlation 
between the self-assessment and the criterion of .31, and a sample size weighted 
standard deviation of .19. 
Factors Affecting the Validity of Self-Assessments 
A number of authors have investigated factors which may affect the accuracy of 
self-assessment. Primoff (1980) specified two such factors in a discussion of his 
research findings. The first was the degree to which self-raters have the same 
understanding of the behaviors to be rated as do the criterion raters. The second was 
the extent to which the self-raters and the criterion raters use the same knowledge base 
for assigning ratings. 
Primoff provided examples of situations in which these factors affected self-
ratings. One study showed that applicants interpreted the term "filing ability" to mean 
filing experience, as those with experience gave themselves high ratings and those 
without experience gave themselves low ratings. By changing the term to 
"alphabetizing," the experience variable was eliminated. Thus, understanding of the 
terms affected the accuracy of self-ratings. Another study showed that an employee 
greatly overestimated his performance because what he considered to be knowledge at 
an "expert" level constituted a medium level of knowledge in die eyes of the supervisor. 
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Thus, they did not share the same scale in measuring a specific ability. Primoff 
cautioned that self-ratings can have adverse impacts resulting from various groups 
systematically interpreting rating items differently. 
Other studies have found that person variables can affect self-assessments. 
Shrauger and Osberg (1981) found that emotional adjustment, stability and consistency 
of behavior, and self-awareness related to accuracy of self-assessment. Indeed 
research indicates that increased self-focus can lead to more accurate judgments of 
behavior or feelings (Gibbons, Carver, Scheier, & Hormuth, 1979; Pryor, Gibbons, 
Wicklund, Fazio, & Hood, 1977). 
In order to understand the self-assessment process. Wells and Sweeney (1986) 
tested three models of bias in self-ratings of academic ability. According to self-
enhancement theory, individuals with lower self-esteem will tend to overrate their 
abilities in order to increase their sense of worth. Self-consistency theory, in contrast, 
contends that self-ratings will be consistent with self-esteem levels: high self-esteem 
individuals will overrate themselves whereas low self-esteem individuals will underrate 
themselves. The stability-contingency model suggests that individuals with unstable 
self-esteem will overestimate their abilities while those with stable self-esteem will not. 
Using the difference between self-ratings and objective measures of grades, reading 
ability and intelligence as the dependent variables, and measures of level and stability of 
self-esteem as independent variables, a series of regression analyses were conducted 
using high school males as subjects. Results supported the self-consistency model. 
Individuals with high self-esteem showed positive biases and those with lower self-
esteem showed negative biases. The less stable the self-esteem, the stronger were the 
consistency effects. 
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Results also showed that biases depended on the degree of specificity of the 
dependent measures. The more ambiguous the measure (e.g. intelligence) the stronger 
the support for self-consistency theory. These results were consistent with previous 
research indicating that bias in self-ratings is dependent upon the ambiguity of the 
characteristic being rated. The more ambiguous the characteristic, the more prone to 
distortion it becomes (Felson, 1981). 
In their meta-analysis, Mabe and West (1982) reviewed person factors which 
may affect the accuracy of self-ratings. Of the 55 studies reviewed, 21 showed 
evidence of self-enhancement. The authors concluded that "gross generalizations 
concerning people's tendency to overestimate their abilities are unwarranted and self-
enhancing, accurate, or modest reports may be found, depending on certain conditions" 
(p. 287). Person variables which appeared to affect validity of self-ratings included 
experience in evaluation of specific abilities (Hodgson & Cramer, 1977; Touhey, 
1971), intelligence (Bailey & Bailey, 1971; Kooker, 1974), high achievement status 
(Bailey & Lazar, 1976; Kooker, 1974) and internal locus of control (Gilmor & Reid, 
1978; Steger, Simmons, & Lavelle, 1973). Mabe and West specified the limitations of 
these studies, such as their reliance on college students, and thus concluded that "our 
understanding of person variables affecting the validity of self-evaluation of ability 
remains at a basic level " (p. 288). 
Mabe and West also reviewed the measurement conditions which may affect the 
validity of self-assessments. Several measurement factors affected self-ratings in past 
research. The correlation between self-ratings and criteria was higher when there was a 
greater degree of similarity between the measures, when measuring performance rather 
than ability, and when the self-rating was comparative rather than absolute. Other 
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factors found to increase the accuracy of self-ratings were lack of anonymity of the self-
ratings, expectation of validation of self-ratings, and experience in self-rating. The 
authors scored each of these measures dichotomously, and correlated them with the 
transformed self-evaluation validity coefficients from the studies reviewed. Several of 
the measurement conditions showed significant correlations with validity coefficients: 
performance versus ability, relative versus absolute, anonymity, expectation of 
validation, and experience in self-rating. A regression analysis indicated that four 
measurement conditions explained most of the predicted variance in the validity 
coefficients: expectation of validation, self-ratings with comparative scales, self-rating 
experience and anonymity. When these four conditions were positive, the mean 
validity coefficient was .63. Thus, the authors concluded that self-evaluation can be 
accurate when favorable measurement conditions exist. However, most studies do not 
incorporate favorable measurement conditions. Indeed, understanding of these 
conditions is as of yet very limited. Mabe and West believe that "... as our 
understanding of these conditions improves, effective utilization of self-evaluation of 
ability can become possible" (p. 294). 
Relation of Self-Assessments to Assessments from Other Sources 
A number of studies have compared self-assessments to assessments from 
peers or supervisors in an effort to evaluate self-assessment biases. Fox and Dinur 
(1988) evaluated the psychometric properties of self-ratings in a field setting in which 
subjects either expected or did not expect their self-ratings to be validated. A total of 
357 males participating in the final screening exercise for military training were 
included in the study. Teams were randomly selected for experimental or control 
groups. All participants were asked to complete peer rating and self-rating forms. The 
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individuals in the experimental group were given instructions indicating that the 
information collected on them to date was very predictive of their ability. They were 
then asked to rate themselves on the following abilities: self-confidence, physical 
fitness, efficiency under pressure, motivation to graduate, popularity, self-discipline 
and chances of graduating. The individuals in the control group were simply asked to 
rate themselves on the listed abilities. In addition, field commanders rated subjects on 
the various abilities. Subsequent data were collected regarding training success or 
failure. 
Several psychometric properties of self-assessments were evaluated. The self-
ratings of both the experimental and control groups showed low but significant 
predictive validity of training success. Self-ratings were found to be significantly 
related to peer and commander ratings. Self-ratings showed less halo effect than either 
peer or commander ratings, but more leniency bias. No differences were found 
between the experimental and control group in leniency bias. This study did not 
therefore support the argument of Mabe and West (1982) that expectation of validation 
affects self-enhancement. The lack of differences between the groups may have been 
caused, however, by the use of a weak experimental manipulation: because of the 
setting, participants may have expected their self-evaluations to be validated regardless 
of the instructions provided. Fox and Dinur concluded that self-assessments can be 
valuable tools for personnel selection. They may offer information difficult to attain 
from other sources as suggested by their predictive validity despite their less than 
perfect correlations with peer or commander ratings. 
A review of the psychometric properties of self-assessments was conducted by 
Thornton (1980). Studies that contained self-ratings of job performance compared to 
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other appraisal sources were included in the review. The psychometric properties 
discussed were leniency, variation, halo, bias (lack of correlation with other rating 
sources), discriminant validity and factor structure. The studies reviewed indicated that 
self-assessments tend to be more lenient and less variable than assessments from other 
sources, such as supervisors or peers. Thornton (1968) evaluated the correspondence 
between self-ratings and superior ratings of executives. A total of 27 characteristics 
were rated. An ANOVA indicated that there were significant source, ratee and item 
effects. Interactions were found between source and ratee and between source and 
items, indicating a disagreement between self-ratings and supervisor ratings. 
Comparison of means indicated a leniency bias in self-ratings. Correlations with the 
criterion indicated that more leniency was found in those executives considered least 
promotable. Other researchers found leniency bias in self-ratings (Anderson et al., 
1984; Holzbach, 1978; Klimoski & London, 1974; Levine, 1980; Meyer, 1980), and 
Klimoski and London (1974) found less variability in self-ratings. 
An exception to these general findings was presented by Heneman (1974). The 
author obtained evaluations on nine managerial dimensions across organizations. 
Results showed no significant difference between self-ratings and superior ratings on 
six dimensions. The remaining three dimensions showed leniency in supervisor ratings 
and not in self-ratings. In addition, three dimensions showed significantly greater 
variance in self-ratings than in superior ratings. No differences in the variability of self 
and superior ratings were found in the remaining dimensions. Heneman argued that 
these results may have been caused by the fact that ratings were clearly used for 
research purposes rather than decision-making purposes. 
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A number of studies reviewed by Thornton (1980) indicated that less halo exists 
in self-ratings than in supervisor or peer ratings. Halo is generally determined by 
comparing the correlations between dimension ratings obtained from self, superiors and 
peers (Heneman, 1974; Holzbach, 1978; Klimoski & London, 1974). Holzbach 
(1978) attempted to control for halo effects by partialing out ratings on the overall 
effectiveness item from the other eight dimensions. Results indicated that this 
procedure successfully reduced halo in superior ratings but not in self or peer ratings. 
Thornton's (1980) findings in relation to bias (correspondence between self and 
other ratings) were inconsistent. Holzbach (1978), Thornton (1968) and Lawler 
(1967) found lack of agreement between self-ratings and supervisor or peer ratings as 
indicated by insignificant correlations. Heneman (1974) in contrast, found significant 
correlations for five of the nine dimensions rated. Heneman's results may have been 
caused by the various rating sources having a common understanding of the 
dimensions to be rated (Primoff, 1980). 
Finally, Thornton (1980) evaluated the discriminant validity and factor structure 
of self-ratings compared to other source ratings. Even though self-ratings generally 
showed less halo, studies revealed limited (Heneman, 1974) or no (Holzbach, 1978) 
discriminant validity, according to the requirements specified by Campbell and Fiske 
(1959). These results may have been caused by a lack of meaningfulness of 
dimensions to be rated. An analysis of the factor structure conducted by Holzbach 
(1978) revealed a self, a superior and a peer factor. Similarly, Klimoski and London 
(1974) found three strong factors corresponding to self, supervisor and peer ratings. 
These findings suggest that self, supervisors and peers rated performance from varying 
perspectives. This may support Borman's (1974) belief that various rater sources have 
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different orientations to a job and thus observe different job behaviors. If this is the 
case, ratings from varying sources are expected to differ. 
Since the review conducted by Thornton (1980), a number of studies have 
evaluated factors which affect self-assessment biases. Farh and Werbel (1986) 
hypothesized that self-ratings will be more prone to self-enhancement when used for 
organizational decision-making than when used for research purposes, and under 
conditions of nonvalidation rather than validation. Sixty-two students participated in 
self-ratings of course participation. Four different instructional sets were distributed 
with the questionnaires at the end of the course. These instructions varied according to 
the two independent variables: purpose and expectation of validation. Students 
received instructions indicating the questionnaire was to be used for research or grades, 
and indicating the instructor had or had not kept records of participation. The 
dependent variable consisted of actual records of student participation. 
An ANOVA showed significant effects of purpose and validation expectation on 
self-rating leniency. A comparison of means indicated that use in research and 
expectation of validation corresponded to less leniency. In fact, when both of these 
conditions occurred simultaneously, no leniency was found. Restriction of range was 
found to covary with leniency. Because of these results, the authors suggested that 
self-ratings be used in situations less prone to leniency such as research or development 
rather than decision-making (Farh & Werbel, 1986). 
Farh and Dobbins (1989b) conducted a study to determine how self-esteem and 
ambiguity of dimension ratings affect rater leniency. The study involved sixty-four 
students for whom objective data on class attendance and participation were collected 
throughout a course. At the end of the semester, these students completed 
45 
questionnaires regarding self-esteem and course attendance and participation, with the 
understanding that the data were to be used confidentially for research purposes. 
Students were also asked to complete a questionnaire on attendance and participation 
during the final exam under the belief they would be used for grading purposes. 
Analysis of a structural equation model revealed tiiat high self-esteem raters 
were more lenient than low self-esteem raters, and that this effect was greater in die 
more ambiguous dimension of participation than die less ambiguous dimension of 
attendance. The authors suggested that the leniency effect produced by self-esteem can 
be eliminated by carefully defining each dimension. Thus self and supervisor ratings 
should be more closely related in situations of clearly defined dimensions (Farh & 
Dobbins, 1989b). 
According to Murphy and Blazer (1989), efforts to control rating errors such as 
leniency and halo have frequently been directed by the belief that these errors can serve 
as indirect indicators of rating accuracy in the absence of direct measures of accuracy. 
Thus rater training has focused on eliminating these errors to achieve greater rater 
accuracy. The authors conducted a meta-analysis to evaluate the relationship between 
rating errors and rating accuracy. The rating eirors included in the study were halo, 
leniency and central tendency (or range restriction). Accuracy measures were computed 
by comparing ratings to true score estimates provided by "expert raters under optimal 
conditions" (p. 620). Correlations between rating errors and accuracy measures were 
generally near zero and ranged from -.50 to .14. Only three of the twenty-four 
corrected correlations reached an absolute level beyond .20, and eighteen of the twenty-
four correlations were negative. Regression analyses of errors on the criteria resulted 
in eleven of the sixteen significant correlations being negative. These results suggested 
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that rating errors are unrelated or inversely related to rating accuracy. The authors 
suggested that rating errors should not be used as indicators of rating accuracy due to 
their general lack of validity (Murphy & Balzer, 1989). 
Other attempts to determine moderators of bias in self-ratings have recently been 
conducted. Farh and Dobbins (1989a) evaluated the effect of social comparison on the 
relationship between self and supervisor ratings. The authors hypothesized, based on 
previous research (Heneman, 1986; Mabe & West, 1982), that self-ratings would 
correlate more highly with objective indicators of performance and with supervisor 
ratings when individuals were provided with comparative information. The study was 
conducted with students in a laboratory setting. Students were given an editing task. 
Those in the experimental condition were asked to review work of their peers while 
those in the control condition did not get this opportunity. In addition, some students 
were assigned the role of head editors, and thus played the part of supervisors. 
Comparison of correlations between self-supervisor and self-objective measures in the 
experimental and control condition strongly supported the hypotheses. Thus, social 
comparison information can increase the accuracy of self-ratings. 
A meta-analysis conducted by Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) tried to clarify 
the inconsistencies found in the literature regarding self, supervisor and peer ratings. 
The authors applied the Hunter, Schmidt and Jackson (1982) meta-analytic procedure 
to published research from the past thirty years, excluding laboratory studies and 
studies involving unaccepted formulas such as unadjusted average inter-item correlation 
coefficients. A total of 36 independent self-supervisor, 23 independent peer-supervisor 
and 11 independent self-peer correlations were obtained. The self-supervisor 
correlations ([ = .35) and self-peer correlation (E = .36) were smaller tiian the peer-
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supervisor correlation (i = .62), Job type was a significant moderator of self-
supervisor correlations. When accounting for variance from sampling error, 
measurement error and range restriction in self-supervisor rating correlations, no 
variance remained for mianagers/professionals but substantial variance remained for 
blue collar/service employees. The correlation for managers/professionals was .27 
while that for blue collar/service was .42. Rating scale (dimension versus global) and 
rating format (trait versus behavioral) were not significant moderators. This difference 
in job type was also found in self-peer ratings but not in peer-supervisor ratings. This 
may be explained by the fact that managerial/professional jobs are more ambiguous in 
content than blue collar/service jobs. Because self-ratings differed from other rating 
sources more than peer and supervisor ratings differed between themselves, the authors 
believed that the results support an egocentric bias explanation for rating differences 
rather than an observational opportunity or an organizational level explanation for rating 
differences. 
Farh, Werbel, and Bedeian (1988) evaluated bias in self-assessments within the 
context of a performance evaluation system, the "self-appraisal-based performance 
evaluation system" (SABPE, p. 141). This system combined self-ratings and 
supervisor ratings into the performance evaluation. Faculty members were asked to 
document their performance during the previous fifteen months and to then complete a 
performance rating form. The chairperson reviewed these sources of information and 
then completed the same rating form with additional comments. The faculty members 
could then review the chairpersons' evaluations and discuss any disagreements. These 
documents, together with faculty rebuttals were then passed to tiie dean for 
administrative decision-making. 
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A total of four measures were used in the study. The first two measures, 
ratings by faculty members and chairpersons were based on five-point rating scales 
covering seven dimensions of instruction, scholarship and service. The third measure 
was objective performance based on the activity reports of faculty members. The 
fourth measure consisted of an SABPE acceptance questionnaire completed by faculty 
members. 
Faculty and chairperson dimension ratings were compared. Paired t-test 
analyses showed no differences between faculty and chairperson dimension ratings. 
Chi-square tests showed no significant differences between the standard deviations of 
the two rating sources. These results indicated that both sources had equal leniency and 
dispersion. In a multitrait-multimethod analysis, the convergent validity coefficients 
were found to be significant, indicating that both sources agreed on SABPE ratings. In 
addition, these ratings correlated significantiy with objective performance measures. 
Acceptance ratings indicated that the majority of faculty members found the SABPE 
system to be more accurate, more comfortable and superior to the traditional evaluation 
system. 
The SABPE system contained several elements which could have led to greater 
agreement between self and supervisor ratings. Both rating sources had the same 
information as a basis for rating, the rating dimensions were concrete rather than 
abstract, and faculty members expected their ratings to be validated against another 
source. 
Meyer (1980) investigated self-assessment in terms of the consequences it 
cairies rather than the factors which affect it. When comparing self-ratings of 
performance to expected supervisory ratings based on appraisal feedback, employee 
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self-ratings tended to be inflated. In addition, Meyer found that the greater the 
discrepancy between the two ratings, the more defensive the behavior of the employee 
was during the appraisal interview. This defensiveness included shifting the blame of 
their shortcomings, minimizing the importance of the appraisal and/or of the job, and 
demeaning the supervisors. Feedback in a discrepancy situation may then become self-
defeating, as information that was intended to lead to constructive behavior may 
produce defensiveness. For this reason it is important to determine how realistic self-
ratings are in situations where feedback is provided for the purpose of employee 
development. 
Summary 
Although frequentiy used in development feedback sessions, self-assessments 
have generally not been used for decision-making due to concerns over their validity. 
Studies have found, however, that specific conditions are related to higher levels of 
criterion-related validity. These conditions include experience in evaluating, 
intelligence, self-esteem, specificity of dimensions being assessed, expectation of 
validation, comparative assessment, and assessment on performance versus ability. 
When comparing self-assessments to assessments provided by supervisors or peers, 
the former have generally been found to bo more lenient, less variable, and involve less 
halo than peer or supervisor ratings. Additional research, however, has shown that 
these differences can also depend upon measurement conditions such as a common 
basis for rating, the ambiguity of dimensions, and an expectation of validation. 
Research has also suggested that differences in ratings between self and other sources 
can have negative effects on the developmental motivation of individuals. 
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Self-Assessments within Assessment Centers 
Although research regarding factors which affect self-assessments has been 
carried out, theories explaining the self-assessment process in personnel procedures are 
very limited. This is due to the relatively few studies involving self-assessment in 
actual personnel settings and the limited scope of these studies. Heneman (1980) 
suggested that assessment centers provide an ideal setting for formulating hypotheses 
regarding self-assessment. Little research exists, however, applying self-assessment in 
assessment centers. 
While examining the constract validity of assessment center ratings, Russell 
(1987) compared self-assessment ratings obtained prior to assessment center 
participation with assessor ratings of dimensions within an interview simulation 
exercise. These ratings were found to be negative. A probable explanation for the lack 
of correspondence between ratings was the difference in behaviors upon which they 
were based. For this reason, although the analyses may be instrumental in defining the 
constructs measured in the assessment process, they are not helpful for developing a 
clearer understanding of self-assessment 
Nickell and Schmidt (1989) compared self-ratings as well as supervisor, 
subordinate and peer ratings to assessment center ratings obtained at a later date. Self, 
supervisor, subordinate and peer ratings were obtained on the frequency with which 
managers applied fifteen skills and abilities: decision-making, appraising, delegation, 
organizing, controlling, leadership, planning, flexibility, accountability, organizational 
orientation, oral communication, coaching, problem analysis, creativity and judgment. 
These same skills and abilities were then evaluated in an assessment center. Thus, the 
assessment ratings served as criteria for the job performance ratings. 
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Correlational analyses were conducted between the skill ratings obtained from 
the various sources. Results showed no significant relationship between the mean self 
and supervisor ratings ([ = .11) or between the mean self and assessment center ratings 
(l = -.08). In contrast, ratings between the mean supervisor, subordinate, peer and 
assessment center ratings were significant. Twelve of the individual self-ratings were 
found to have no significant correlations with assessment center ratings. Three 
significant negative correlations, however, were found: decision-making, organizing 
and flexibility skills/abilities. Self-ratings were found to be overall less lenient than any 
of the other source ratings. This finding may be explained by the fact that managers 
understood the developmental intention of the ratings and were also aware of their 
future participation in an assessment center program, thus increasing their tendency 
toward modesty. Nickell and Schmidt explained the difference between self and other 
source ratings through attribution theory. External observers are more likely to agree 
among themselves than with self-evaluators due to differences in criteria used for 
conducting evaluations. 
In this study, the predictor and criterion ratings used the same skill/ability labels 
but differed in the behaviors upon which they were based. The predictor ratings were 
based on job performance, whereas the criterion ratings were based on assessment 
center performance. Thus, as with Russell (1987), the predictor-criterion ratings can 
be expected to show lower correlations than if they were based on the same behaviors. 
Schmitt, Ford, and Stults (1986) conducted a study to determine whether 
participation in an assessment center affected candidate self-perceptions. The authors 
compared dimension self-ratings obtained prior to and after assessment center 
participation. The dimensions were organizing and planning, analyzing, decision-
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making, controlling, communication, interpersonal relations, influencing others and 
flexibility. Candidates rated themselves on a five-point Likert scale comparing 
themselves with others. Assessors rated candidates on the same dimensions using a 
nine-point absolute Likert scale. Hierarchical regression analyses were performed 
treating post-center self-ratings as the dependent variable, and pre-center self-ratings as 
well as assessor ratings as independent variables. The multiple correlations obtained 
were significant for all eight dimensions. Significant changes in self-ratings resulting 
fi-om assessment center performance (using assessor ratings as criteria) occurred in five 
of the eight dimensions: organizing and planning, analyzing, decision-making, 
influencing others and flexibility. Schmitt et al. suggested, as did Byham (1971), that 
"assessment center participation initiates an unfreezing process whereby participants are 
sensitized to their own shortcomings and are, therefore, more open to feedback and to 
developmental ideas" (pp. 334-335). 
Noe and Steffy (1987) studied the effects of assessment center participation on 
future career exploration and job involvement. As career exploration requires a form of 
self-assessment, similar effects to those of Schmitt et al. (1986) may be expected. The 
study included 107 educators who were candidates for promotion to the position of 
principals. The independent variables in the study were overall assessment rating, 
participant reaction to the assessment center (including felt accuracy), gender, locus of 
control, career line distance and clarity of career strategy. The dependent variables 
were career exploration and job involvement scale scores. 
Results of regression analyses indicated that the overall assessment rating, locus 
of control, clarity of career strategy and reaction to the assessment center process had a 
significant impact on both career exploration and job involvement. The process by 
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which this occurred, however, is not well understood. Reaction toward the assessment 
center may have affected career exploration through the process suggested by Meyer 
(1980). Thus, when discrepancies exist between assessor and self-ratings, 
defensiveness may develop in the assessee which inhibits future career development. 
For this reason, analysis of the difference between self-ratings and assessor ratings is 
important for establishing assessment centers as effective developmental tools. 
Summary of the Literature 
Evaluations of the validity of assessment center ratings have shown that overall 
assessment ratings are predictive of management success indicators. The level of 
predictive validity will vary, however, depending upon the assessment center and the 
criteria. In addition, the value of the assessment ratings over more traditional measures 
is not well understood. Further evaluations have questioned the construct validity of 
within-exercise dimension ratings, indicating that discriminant validity tends to be 
limited. It has been suggested that the constmct validity of the overall dimension 
ratings should be evaluated as these ratings are the basis for the overall assessment 
ratings. 
The validity of self-assessments has also been evaluated. Results suggest that 
the criterion-related validity will be affected by personal factors as well as measurement 
conditions. Studies comparing self-assessments to assessments from supervisors or 
peers indicate that the degree of relationship between these measures may also vary 
according to personal factors and measurement conditions. These processes are not 
fully understood. Studies show that a discrepancy between these measures can lead to 
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employee defensiveness, underscoring the importance of understanding these 
processes. 
Self-assessments have sometimes been incorporated into the assessment center 
process to aid in the employee development process. Little research exists, however, 
regarding the use of self-assessments in assessment centers. Assessment centers 
provide a valuable setting for studying self-assessments, as the relationships between 
self-assessments, assessor ratings and background variables can be investigated 
simultaneously. The analysis of the relationships between these variables can lead to a 
greater understanding of self-assessments as well as the assessment center process. 
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METHOD 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to investigate the relationships between self-
ratings of assessment center performance, assessor ratings, background variables and 
assessment center outcome. Specifically, this study addressed the following questions: 
1- What are the relationships between self-ratings and assessor ratings 
of assessment center performance? 
2- Do background variables moderate the relationships between self and 
assessor ratings of assessment center performance? 
3- How do self-ratings and assessor ratings relate to assessment center 
outcome? 
4- How do background variables and assessment ratings relate to 
assessment center outcome? 
Assessment Center Programs 
Two assessment center programs from a large utility company in the southern 
United States were used to evaluate these questions. Each of these programs contained 
the basic elements of a standard assessment center, consisting of multiple exercises and 
paper-and-pencil tests designed to measure various dimensions within each candidate. 
The dimensions for each program were established through thorough job analyses of 
target management jobs. The programs included in the study assessed management 
potential at two different levels. The first assessed candidates for advanced 
management positions; the second assessed candidates for middle management 
positions. 
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The assessment procedure was similar in both programs. Candidates 
participated in a series of exercises either individually or in groups of six, during which 
they were observed and evaluated by five trained assessors. The assessors integrated 
the information obtained from the various assessment techniques (exercises and paper 
and pencil tests) and, based on this information, individually established dimension 
ratings for each candidate using a five point rating scale. The assessors then discussed 
these ratings as a group. Where discrepancies existed, discussion continued until a 
consensus rating was obtained for each dimension. These consensus ratings were used 
by the assessors to establish as a group an overall assessment rating for the candidate. 
The overall rating used a four point rating scale, consisting of excellent, good, 
moderate, and low probability of success at the next management level. The ratings, 
indicative of the probability of success if promoted now, were based only on skills 
observed in the assessment center. No ratings were based on past job performance. 
The dimension ratings and the overall rating were intended to provide a picture 
of the candidate's strengths and weaknesses and overall management potential, 
respectively. These results were shared with the candidate in a lengthy feedback 
session and reported to the candidate's higher management. The assessment 
information was designed to be used in combination with other data such as technical 
ability requirements and manpower requirements to aid in making promotion and/or 
placement decisions. 
Advanced Management Assessment 
The Advance Management Potential Assessment program (AMPA) was 
developed to identify the potential of third or fourth level managers (e.g. Assistant to 
the Vice President., Assistant Chief Accountant) for success at fifth level management 
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(e.g. Director, General Manager, Vice President). The program contained exercises 
which focused on skills necessary to perform all fifth level management jobs 
successfully rather than measuring specific job knowledge or technical ability. A total 
of 22 dimensions, divided into six categories, were measured in the program: 
Communication Skills 
Oral Presentation 
Oral Defense 
Interpersonal Skills 
Impact 
Autonomy 
Awareness of Social Environment 
Negotiation 
Leadership 
Coping with Change 
Behavior Flexibility 
Risk Taking 
Coping widi Situational Stress 
Tolerance of Uncertainty 
Management Problem Solving 
Decision Making 
Decisiveness 
Fact Finding 
Interpreting Information 
Organization/Planning 
Work Motivation 
Energy 
Inner Work Standards 
Need for Advancement 
Development Potential 
Development Orientation 
Self Objectivity 
Scholastic Aptitude 
A description of these dimensions as well as the methods by which they were assessed 
can be found in Appendix A. 
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Middle Management Assessment 
The Middle Management Assessment Program (MMAP) was developed to 
assess the potential of lower level management (e.g. Account Manager, Systems 
Analyst) to succeed in middle managerial positions (e.g. Assistant Chief Accountant, 
Assistant to the Vice President). The program contained exercises designed to measure 
general skills necessary for middle management positions. A total of eighteen 
dimensions, divided into four categories, were measured in this program: 
Communication Skills 
Oral Presentation 
Oral Defense 
Oral Communication 
Written Communication 
Interpersonal Influencing Skills 
Impact 
Behavior Flexibility 
Autonomy 
Influencin^irecting 
Group Facilitation 
Problem Solving Skills 
Decision Making 
Decisiveness 
Fact Finding 
Analysis 
Organizing 
Planning 
Development Potential 
Work Motivation 
Critical Thinking 
Self Objectivity 
A description of the methods by which these dimensions were assessed can be found in 
Appendix B. 
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Subjects 
Subjects were obtained from both the advanced and the middle management 
assessment programs. Subjects from the advanced management program were 179 
candidates from either inside or outside the company who participated in the assessment 
program in 1984 or 1987. Subjects from the middle management program were 156 
internal candidates who completed the assessment in 1988. Data for external middle 
management candidates were unavailable. The internal candidates were recommended 
for assessment on the basis of past job performance. 
Procedure 
Three sets of data were utilized to address the questions presented in this study. 
First, assessor dimension ratings and the overall assessment rating agreed upon by 
consensus were obtained for each candidate. 
Second, candidate self-ratings were obtained. These evaluations were provided 
by candidates after completion of all the exercises in the assessment program. 
Candidates completed a questionnaire in which they were asked to rate on a five point 
scale the extent to which they performed a series of behaviors evaluated during 
assessment. The anchors of the scale were: to a very little extent, to a small extent, to a 
moderate extent, to a subtstantial extent, to a great extent. Each statement they rated 
was developed from the dimension definitions used by the assessors in making 
candidate evaluations. Thus assessor ratings and candidate self-ratings focused on 
specific behaviors pertinent to the dimension definitions. 
Third, background information was obtained on each candidate. This 
background information consisted of demographic information, work experience 
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information, and cognitive ability measures. The demographic information included 
age, sex, race, level of education, education major, and years since degree. The work 
experience information included company employment, years of service (if company 
employee), line/staff employee and number of subordinates. Measures of cognitive 
ability included tests of mathematical and verbal ability. These were not available for 
MMAP. A description of the background variables is presented in Appendix C. 
The sets of data and the relationships to be investigated are presented in 
Figure 1. 
Overall 
Assessment 
Rating 
Self-Ratings of 
Dimensions 
Assessor Ratings of 
Dimensions 
Work Experience 
Cognitive Abilities 
Demographics 
Figure 1. Model of relationship between assessment ratings and background variables. 
The relationships between self-ratings and assessor ratings were analyzed by 
correlating the dimension ratings obtained from these two sources. Rating means and 
variances were also compared to investigate halo, leniency and variability differences. 
In addition, factor analyses of the self and assessor ratings were conducted to determine 
similarity of factors. 
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Moderators of accuracy were analyzed by flrat establishing an Index of 
similarity between self and assessor ratings. The relatlonshl|)S between this Index and 
the various background variables were then Investigated through the nppllcntlon of 
correlational analyses and analyses of variance. 
Finally, the relationships of the assessment raihigs and buckgroinul variables to 
the overall assessment rating were explored thmiigli regression aniilysis. 
A number of variables had missing data. The self-ratings were Incomplete for 
six dimensions of the advanced management assessment program (Autonomy, 
Organization and Planning, Need for Advancement, Development Orientation, Self 
Objectivity and Scholastic Aptitude). In tills sample, factor analyses and regression 
analyses were conducted both with all 22 dimensions and with 16 dimensions 
excluding those with fewer observations. DIlTerences In the results were observed. 
Data were also incomplete for the background variables. Analyses wora «ondiicted 
with as many observations as were available for each backgiwiind variable, 
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RESULTS 
The results from the advanced management assessment program are presented 
first, followed by the results from the middle management assessment program. 
Within each of these, the relationships between assessor and self-ratings, the 
relationships of background variables to assessment ratings, and the relationships of 
assessment ratings and background variables to the overall assessment ratings are 
presented. 
Advanced Management Assessment 
Relation between Assessor and Self-Ratings 
Analyses comparing assessor and self-ratings were conducted within the 
advanced management assessment program (AMPA). A comparison of mean ratings 
by rating source showed self-ratings generally to be higher than assessor ratings. 
Paired comparison t-tests showed that the differences between self and assessor ratings 
were significant for all dimensions except Need for Advancement (see Table 1). 
Correlations between assessor and self-ratings ranged from r.= -.15 to 
L= .35, with the median being r.= .19 (see Table 2). The dimensions on which the 
greatest agreement between assessor and self-ratings was found were Oral 
Presentation, Impact, Coping with Situational Stress, Need for Advancement and 
Scholastic Aptitude. Those dimensions on which the least agreement was found were 
Awareness of Social Environment, Behavior Flexibility, Fact Finding, Organization 
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and Planning, Inner Work Standards and Self Objectivity. All of the correlations, 
however, were low. Self-ratings not only were more lenient than assessor ratings, but 
showed little relationship to assessor ratings. A complete matrix of the correlations 
among assessor and self-ratings can be found in Table D-1. 
Table 1 
Mean Ratings bv Rating Source CAMPA') 
Assessor Self 
Dimension Mean 5D Mean se Î N 
Oral Presentation 3.30 .92 3.96 .83 8.49* 179 
Oral Defense 3.08 .91 3.97 .12 11.37* 179 
Impact 3.13 .97 3.68 .79 7.08* 179 
Autonomy 3.13 .85 4.01 .72 7.14* 73 
Aware. Social Environ. 2.96 .83 3.73 .68 9.59* 179 
Negotiation 2.74 .91 3.83 .76 13.17* 179 
Leadership 2.59 1.04 3.93 .77 14.67* 179 
Behavior Flexibility 2.72 .76 3.95 .74 16.07* 178 
Risk Taking 2.68 .70 3.56 .85 12.70* 179 
Coping Situât. Stress 3.18 .81 4.12 .84 12.91* 179 
Tolerance Uncertainty 3.00 .89 4.01 .82 12.79* 179 
Decision Making 2.87 .88 3.84 .79 11.95* 179 
Decisiveness 2.80 .93 4.15 .85 16.04* 179 
Fact Finding 3.13 .88 3.86 .76 8.59* 179 
Interpreting Info. 3.12 1.02 3.83 .85 8.16* 179 
Organization/Planning 3.38 .84 4.03 .73 4.90* 73 
Energy 3.58 .77 4.40 .74 11.54* 179 
Inner Work Standards 3.61 .73 4.09 .81 5.84* 170 
Need Advancement 3.21 .93 3.32 1.11 -.21 71 
Development Orient. 3.12 1.02 3.94 .87 4.43* 72 
Self Objectivity 3.18 .86 3.85 .60 3.75* 72 
Scholastic Aptitude 2.92 1.12 4.15 .66 8.38* 71 
*11 <.001. 
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Table 2 
Correlations between Assessor and Self-Ratines CAMPA") 
Dimension i M 
Oral Presentation .30** 179 
Oral Defense .18* 179 
Impact .32** 179 
Autonomy • .16 73 
Aware. Social Environ. -.02 179 
Negotiation .15 179 
Leadership .11 179 
Behavior Flexibility .09 178 
Risk Taking .29** 179 
Coping Situât. Stress .30** 179 
Tolerance Uncertainty .24** 179 
Decision Making .15* 179 
Decisiveness .20** 179 
Fact Finding .05 179 
Interpreting Info. .24** 179 
Organization/Planning -.02 73 
Energy .19** 179 
Inner Work Standards .08 170 
Need Advancement .35** 71 
Development Orient. .24* 72 
Self Objectivity -.15 72 
Scholastic Aptitude .34** 71 
*£<.05. **]2<.01. 
Exploratory factor analyses were conducted to evaluate the extent to which 
assessors and self-raters grouped the dimensions similarly. A minimum eigenvalue of 
1.00 was used as the criterion for factor retention. With this criterion, a principal 
components factor analyses of the assessor ratings resulted in four factors which 
accounted for 67.4% of the variance in ratings. These factors were rotated using the 
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varimax technique, the results of which are presented in Table 3. The principal 
components factor analysis of the self-ratings resulted in seven factors, accounting for 
68.9% of the variance in ratings. After rotating these seven factors, five factors 
accounted for most of the variance (56.6%) in self-ratings. Each of the two remaining 
factors accounted for approximately 6% of the variance in ratings. The loadings of the 
five main factors are presented in Table 4. Factor loadings of .400 or greater were 
considered large enough to be noted. 
A comparison of the factors obtained from the assessors and the self-raters 
revealed some similarities. Assessors and self-raters showed a high degree of overlap 
on the first two factors. The dimensions which showed high loadings on the first 
factor of both rating sources were Oral Presentation, Oral Defense, Coping with 
Situational Stress, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Decision Making and Decisiveness. 
Based on the factor loadings. Factor 1 may be defined as "Making and Defending 
Decisions." Assessors included within this factor the element of information analysis 
(Fact Finding, Interpreting Information, Organization/Planning) which self-raters 
included in a separate factor, Factor 3. This third factor in self-ratings can be called 
"Information Analysis." 
Assessors and self-raters also showed similarity in Factor 2. Both rating 
sources showed high loadings on Negotiation, Leadership and Behavior Flexibility. In 
addition, assessors showed a high loading on Awareness of Social Environment, 
whereas self-raters showed a high loading on Impact. This factor may be defined as 
"Social Sensitivity" or "Social Awareness." 
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Table 3 
Rotated Factors of Assessor Ratines fAMPA') 
Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 
Oral Present. .268 AM .021 
Oral Defense Ml .361 .309 .150 
bnpact .032 .383 020. .059 
Autonomy .224 .033 .810 .154 
Aware. Soc. Envir. .247 Ml .071 .161 
Negotiation .188 Ml .233 .066 
Leadership .294 Ml .095 
Behavior. Flex. .234 zm .312 .100 
Risk Taking .279 .351 ,472 .335 
Coping Sit. Stress .370 .373 .224 
Tolerance Uncert. .302 .469 .281 
Decision Making JM .298 .188 .203 
Decisiveness .139 .351 .100 
Fact Finding jm .221 .053 .309 
Interpret. Info. .213 .027 .246 
Organ./Plan. .115 .121 .074 
Energy .304 .194 Ml .382 
Inner Work Stand. .396 .161 All Alâ 
Need Advance. .237 .102 .283 JÛ2 
Develop. Orient. .138 .101 .190 MA 
Self Objectivity .360 AM .199 .212 
Schol. Aptitude .162 .365 -.244 .397 
% Variance 23.62 17.05 16.23 10.53 
Note. Factor loadings equal to or greater than .400 have been underlined. 
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Table 4 
Rotated Factors of Self-Ratings CAMPAI 
Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
Oral Present. .296 .139 .113 .289 
Oral Defense .223 .296 -.117 All 
Impact .308 Ml -.081 .102 .338 
Autonomy .095 .096 .018 .110 .147 
Aware. Soc. Envir. .034 .227 .107 .221 -.013 
Negotiation .173 .169 .040 .044 
Leadership .236 Jll .214 .004 -.071 
Behavior. Flex. .192 ASl .166 .233 .339 
Risk Taking .023 .157 -.072 .111 
Coping Sit. Stress .235 .226 .291 .234 
Tolerance Uncert. .073 .236 .171 .159 
Decision Making A2Q. .291 .344 .234 -.023 
Decisiveness Ml .311 .045 -.183 -.160 
Fact Finding .256 .059 ML -.005 .146 
Interpret. Info. .338 .076 J4& .023 .063 
Organ./Plan. .062 .200 .073 -.026 
Energy .367 .101 .134 -.080 
Inner Work Stand. A21 .263 .360 .337 -.370 
Need Advance. .165 .078 .094 .105 Ml 
Develop. Orient. -.063 .114 -.027 .721 .372 
Self Objectivity .207 .021 .072 -.094 
Schol. Aptitude -.034 All .394 .272 .068 
% Variance 16.47 12.76 11.51 8.21 7.65 
Note. Factor loadings equal to or greater than ,400 have been underlined. 
Factor 3 of the assessor ratings did not have a corresponding factor in the self-
ratings. This factor had high loadings on Oral Presentation, Impact, Autonomy, 
Leadership, Risk Taking, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Energy, and Inner Work 
Standards. This factor may be defined as "Self Confidence." 
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Factor 4 of the assessor ratings encompassed elements from Factors 4 and 5 of 
the self-ratings. The assessor factor showed high loadings on Inner Work Standards, 
Need for Advancement and Development Orientation. This factor may therefore be 
defined as "Achievement Orientation." Factor 4 of the self-ratings showed high 
loadings on Development Orientation and Self Objectivity. This may be considered a 
"Self Understanding" factor. Factor 5 of the self-ratings had a high loading on Need 
for Advancement and a somewhat high loading on Oral Defense. This may be 
construed as a "Power" factor. A summary of the assessor and self-rating factors is 
presented in Table 5. 
Table 5 
Factors bv Rating Source CAMPA') 
Factors Assessor Self 
Making and Defending Decisions X X 
Social Awareness X X 
Information Analysis X 
Self-Confidence X 
Achievement Orientation X 
Self-Understanding X 
Power X 
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Factor analyses excluding the six dimensions with reduced sample sizes 
(Autonomy, Organization/Planning, Need for Advancement, Development Orientation, 
Self Objectivity and Scholastic Aptitude) were also conducted. These analyses resulted 
in similar but fewer factors. The assessor ratings resulted in three factors which 
accounted for 68.2% of the variance. With the exception of the dimensions not 
included in the analyses, Factor 1 was identical to Factor 1 of the complete data set. 
Factor 2 was very similar to Factor 2 of the complete data set, and Factor 3 combined 
elements of botii Factors 3 and 4 of the complete data set. 
The factor analysis of the self-ratings from the reduced data set resulted in four 
factors which accounted for 63.5% of the variance. The first factor was similar to 
Factor 1 of the complete data set with the exception of not loading heavily on the factors 
Decision Making and Decisiveness. These dimensions as well as Fact Finding, 
Interpreting Information and Organization/Planning loaded heavily on the second 
factor, which was similar to Factor 3 of the complete data set. Thus, the second factor 
combined Information Analysis and Decision Making. The third factor paralleled 
Factor 2, Social Awareness. Finally, the fourth factor loaded on Behavior Flexibility, 
Awareness of Social Environment and Development Orientation. These results 
suggested that the dimensions with a reduced sample did not significantiy alter the 
factor structure of assessment ratings. 
To further investigate the similarity in factors by rating source, a principal 
components factor analysis including both the assessor and the self-ratings was 
conducted. This resulted in the extraction of eleven factors, which accounted for 
72.1% of die variance in dimension ratings. These eleven factors were tiien 
orthogonally rotated using the varimax technique, and factors which accounted for 
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more than 5% of the variance in ratings were retained. Thus, five factors were retained 
(see Table 6). Assessor ratings and self-ratings loaded on different factors, indicating 
that rating source had a stronger effect than similarity of dimensions across rating 
sources. Further interpretation of the factors, however, revealed a similarity in the 
manner in which the rating sources grouped the dimensions. The assessor ratings 
which loaded heavily on Factor 1 had a high degree of overlap with the self-ratings 
which loaded heavily on Factor 2 (Oral Presentation, Oral Defense, Coping with 
Situational Stress, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Decision Making, Decisiveness, Fact 
Finding, Interpreting Information, and Inner Work Standards). Similarly, the assessor 
ratings which loaded heavily on Factor 3 showed some overlap with the self-ratings 
which loaded on Factor 4 (Impact, Negotiation, Leadership, and Behavior Flexibility). 
The factor analyses revealed a strong rating source effect as well as some 
overlap in the factors derived from assessor and self-ratings, indicating differences in 
dimension ratings but agreement in how each group perceived the interrelationships 
among the dimensions. Self-ratings showed a greater differentiation across 
dimensions, as indicated by the greater number of factors derived from self-ratings and 
by the division of some assessor factors into two self-rating factors. This 
differentiation could also be seen when comparing the correlation matrices of the 
assessor ratings and the self-ratings; the intercoirelations of self-ratings tended to be 
lower than the intercorrelations of assessor ratings (see Table D-2). 
These analyses, taken together, indicated that assessor and self-ratings of 
assessment center performance were not in agreement. The correlations between 
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assessor and self-ratings were low; self-ratings were more lenient than assessor ratings; 
and intercorrelations across dimensions were lower for self-ratings than assessor 
ratings, indicating less halo in self than assessor ratings. The factor analyses showed a 
rating source effect, but considerable similarity was found in how the different raters 
grouped the dimensions. 
Table 6 
Rotated Factors of Assessor and Self-Ratings f AMPA') 
Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
Assessor 
Oral Present. .307 ADl -.114 .068 
Oral Defense .137 m. -.032 .079 
Impact .107 .161 ML .244 .193 
Autonomy .269 .220 .321 .277 .288 
Aware. Soc. Envir. .326 -.092 J42 -.137 .117 
Negotiation .265 .015 .034 .010 
Leadership .368 .083 .169 .130 
Behavior. Flex. .304 -.058 .107 .092 
Risk Taking .329 .327 .054 .284 
Coping Sit. Stress All .144 A2Z .176 .144 
Tolerance Uncert. Ml .195 .409 .154 .219 
Decision Making M4: .106 .258 .029 .100 
Decisiveness .193 .205 .113 .092 
Fact Finding JM -.043 .180 -.053 .219 
Interpret. Info. .048 .146 .037 .104 
Organ./Plan. -.083 .121 -.052 .013 
Energy .387 .189 .396 .203 ,5Q3 
Inner Work Stand. .088 .238 .141 A2â 
Need Advance. .316 .149 .199 -.014 J24 
Develop. Orient. .235 .029 .150 -.022 ,786 
Self Objectivity 
-.160 Am -.005 .243 
Schol. Aptitude .150 .028 .225 .099 .038 
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Table 6 
(Continued') 
Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
Self 
Oral Present. .091 .216 . .324 -.056 
Oral Defense .145 JQl .126 .221 -.091 
Impact -.028 .249 .190 J4Q .056 
Autonomy .145 .122 .018 .101 .061 
Aware. Soc. Envir. -.125 .124 -.042 .215 .004 
Negotiation -.003 .225 .086 Jll -.045 
Leadership .100 .271 -.040 ,737 .106 
Behavior. Flex. -.006 .238 .094 .549 -.004 
Risk Taking -.064 Ml .109 .113 .030 
Coping Sit. Stress .180 .092 .296 .018 
Tolerance Uncert. .130 .729 -.043 .157 .150 
Decision Making .109 .571 .079 .209 -.009 
Decisiveness -.003 Ml .089 .249 .046 
Fact Finding .051 Ml -.102 -.008 .070 
Interpret. Info. .169 Ml -.089 -.004 .086 
Organ./Plan. -.083 .294 .033 .188 -.068 
Energy .105 -.055 .389 .117 
Inner Work Stand. -.042 Ml .011 .207 .308 
Need Advance. .014 .207 -.012 .110 .276 
Develop. Orient. -.317 -.005 .196 .098 .295 
Self Objectivity -.217 .247 -.094 .110 -.120 
Schol. Aptitude .048 .145 -.280 .289 .106 
% Variance 14.52 11.39 11.30 7.00 5.57 
Note. Factor loadings equal to or greater than .400 have been underlined. 
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Relation of Background Variables to Assessment Ratings 
Analyses were next conducted to determine whether the level of agreement 
between assessor and self-ratings was related to background variables. Difference 
scores were computed for each dimension by subtracting assessor ratings from self-
ratings. The means and standard deviations of the resulting difference scores are 
presented in Table 7. 
These difference scores were related to three types of background variables: 
demographics, work experience, and cognitive abilities. These variables were: 
Demographics 
Age 
Sex 
Race 
Education level 
Education major 
Years since last degree 
Work Experience: 
Company employment 
Years of service 
Line/staff 
Number of subordinates 
Cognitive Abilities: 
Verbal ability 
Mathematical ability 
Total 
These variables are described in Appendix C. 
To determine the relationships between difference scores and background 
variables, correlations were computed with continuous variables (age, education level, 
years since degree, years of service, number of subordinates, verbal ability, math 
ability, total ability) and analyses of variance were conducted with categorical variables 
(sex, race, education major, company employment, line/staff). 
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Table 7 
Means and Standard Deviations of Rating Difference Scores CAMPA') 
Dimension Mean SD H 
Oral Presentation .66 1.04 179 
Oral Defense .89 1.05 179 
Impact .55 1.03 179 
Autonomy .84 1.00 73 
Aware. Social Environ. .78 1.08 179 
Negotiation 1.08 1.10 179 
Leadership 1.34 1.22 179 
Behavior Flexibility 1.22 1.02 178 
Risk Taking .89 .94 179 
Coping Situât. Stress .94 .97 179 
Tolerance Uncertainty 1.01 1.05 179 
Decision Making .97 1.09 179 
Decisiveness 1.35 1.12 179 
Fact Finding .73 1.13 179 
Interpreting Info. .71 1.16 179 
Organization/Planning .64 1.12 73 
Energy .83 .96 179 
Inner Work Standards .47 1.05 170 
Need Advancement -.03 1.15 71 
Development Orient. .61 1.17 72 
Self Objectivity .44 1.01 72 
Scholastic Aptitude 1.04 1.05 71 
Note. Scores consisted of self-ratings minus assessor ratings. 
Demographics. Correlation analyses showed some demographic variables to be 
related to the difference between self and assessor ratings. Age was positively related 
to 16 of the 22 difference scores (see Table E-1), indicating that the older the candidate 
the greater the difference between self and assessor ratings. No significant 
relationships were found between age and difference in Oral Presentation, Impact, 
Autonomy, Inner Work Standards, Need for Advancement or Self Objectivity. 
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Analyses were then conducted to determine whether the significant correlations between 
age and the difference scores were due to assessor or to self-ratings. Correlational 
analyses revealed significant negative relationships between age and assessor ratings of 
all dimensions except Impact, with correlations ranging from r = -. 15 to r = -.44. Little 
relationship was found between self-ratings and age. From these analyses it was 
concluded that the association between differences in self-assessor ratings and age was 
primarily due to assessor ratings rather than self-ratings. 
Because the distributions of self-ratings were negatively skewed and those of 
assessor ratings were normal, analyses were conducted to determine whether the shape 
of the self-rating distributions was constraining their correlations with age. Rank order 
correlations between the self-ratings and age were computed, as these may be used to 
estimate the product moment correlation which would be obtained if the variables were 
rescaled to have distributions with similar shapes (Nunnally, 1978). The correlations 
obtained using rho were very similar to the product moment correlations. Thus it was 
concluded that the shape of the self-rating distributions did not constrain the 
correlations between self-ratings and other variables. 
Education level was significantly negatively related to the difference scores for 
Awareness of Social Environment, Behavior Flexibility, Risk Taking, Fact Finding, 
Organization/Planning, Energy, Need for Advancement, Development Orientation, and 
Scholastic Aptitude (see Table E-2). Education level was found to have significant 
positive correlations with all assessor ratings except Oral Presentation, Impact, 
Autonomy, Inner Work Standards and Self Objectivity. Education level showed almost 
no relationship to self-ratings. Thus, assessors gave higher ratings to those with higher 
levels of education, which accounted for the significant correlations between education 
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level and difference scores. Age and education level were negatively related (r = -.30, 
S. < .001). 
Years since degree showed significant positive relationships with the difference 
scores for Tolerance of Uncertainty, Energy, and Decisiveness. Years since degree 
correlated negatively with all assessor ratings except Oral Presentation, Impact, 
Awareness of Social Environment, Negotiation, Leadership, Behavior Flexibility, 
Organization/Planning, and Scholastic Aptitude, and with the self-ratings of 
Interpreting Information and Development Orientation (see Table E-3.). Years since 
degree had a high positively correlation witii age (r = .72, g < .001). 
The relationships of the continuous demographic variables and difference scores 
could be summarized by stating that, in general, the discrepancy between assessor and 
self-ratings increased with age and decreased with education level. These associations 
were primarily due to variations in assessor ratings rather than self-ratings. 
To evaluate the relationships between difference scores and the categorical 
variables of sex, race, and education major, independent analyses of variance were 
conducted. The ANOVAs showed no significant sex effects on difference scores. 
However, sex showed significant effects on assessor ratings of Impact, Autonomy and 
Leadership (see Table E-4). A comparison of means showed that ratings on all three 
dimensions were higher for males than for females (see Table E-5). These variables 
were contained within Factor 3 of the assessor ratings, Self Confidence. Thus, 
assessors rated males significantly higher than females on several dimensions related to 
Self Confidence. 
Sex had significant effects on self-ratings of Oral Presentation, Oral Defense, 
Risk Taking, and Coping with Situational Stress (see Table E-4), dimensions which 
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formed part of the self-rating factor Making and Defending Decisions. A comparison 
of means indicated that males rated themselves higher on these dimensions than did 
females (see Table E-5). 
Analyses of variance indicated no significant effect of race on difference scores 
or assessor ratings. Race was found to have a significant effect on self-ratings of 
Decision Making and Decisiveness (see Table E-6), with whites rating themselves 
significantly higher than blacks or hispanics. These effects must be interpreted 
cautiously as the sample of minorities was very small in relation to that of whites. 
Because of this limitation, the effects were not investigated further. 
The variable education major was significantiy related to a number of difference 
scores, assessor ratings and self-ratings (see Table E-7). Significant effects were 
found for differences between self and assessor ratings on Negotiation, Decisiveness 
and Fact Finding. Negotiation was a component of the factor Social Awareness, while 
Decisiveness and-Fact Finding were components of the assessor factor Making and 
Defending Decisions. A comparison of means showed that social and science majors 
had larger differences between self and assessor ratings on Negotiation than business 
majors. Science majors had larger discrepancies on Decisiveness than social or 
business majors. Social majors had the largest mean difference scores on Fact Finding 
(see Table E-8). Thus, the business majors showed least discrepancies between self 
and assessor ratings. 
Further analyses revealed the sources of the education effects. Analyses of 
variance showed significant effects of education major on assessor ratings of Fact 
Finding, Interpreting Information and Scholastic Aptitude. The significant effect of 
education major on the difference score for Fact Finding could therefore be attributed to 
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differences in assessor ratings of Fact Finding by major rather than self-ratings. The 
means and standard deviations by major indicated that assessors rated business majors 
higher than social and science majors on Fact Finding and Interpreting Information 
(Factor 1, Making and Defending Decisions) whereas science majors obtained a higher 
mean rating than social and business majors on Scholastic Aptitude. Social majors 
rated lowest on all of the above dimensions. 
Education major was significantly related to self-ratings of Negotiation, 
Decisiveness (Factor 2, Social Awareness) and Organization/Planning (Factor 3, 
Information Analysis). Self-ratings accounted, therefore, for the significant effects of 
education major on the difference scores for Negotiation and Decisiveness. The highest 
self-ratings were provided by science majors. Thus, lower assessor ratings were 
obtained by social majors whereas higher self-ratings were provided by science majors. 
In summary, some relationships were found between the assessment center 
ratings and the demographic variables Assessors tended to assign higher ratings to * 
younger candidates with higher levels of education. They also tended to assign lower 
ratings to females on dimensions of Self Confidence and to social majors on 
dimensions of Making and Defending Decisions. Self-ratings were not associated as 
strongly witii demographics. Male candidates tended to rate themselves higher than did 
females on Making and Defending Decisions, and science majors tended to rate 
themselves higher than did social and business majors on dimensions of Social 
Awareness and Information Analysis. 
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Work experience. The correlation analyses between work variables and 
difference scores revealed few significant relationships. The variable years of service 
was significantly positively related to the difference scores for Risk Taking and 
Tolerance of Uncertainty (see Table F-1). Years of service showed significant negative 
relationships with assessor ratings of Negotiation, Risk Taking, Tolerance of 
Uncertainty, Decision Making, Need for Advancement, Development Orientation and 
Self Objectivity. Thus, a tendency was found for assessor ratings to decrease with 
years of service for those candidates currently employed by the company. No 
significant relationships were found between self-ratings and years of service. Years of 
service was highly related to age (i = .77, g < .001). 
Before conducting analyses, the variable number of subordinates was 
normalized by calculating its square root. Correlations using this transformed variable 
revealed significant positive relationships with the difference scores for Oral Defense 
and Energy and significant negative relationships with assessor ratings of Oral Defense 
and Self Objectivity. No significant relationships were found between self-ratings and 
number of subordinates (see Table F-2). Thus number of subordinates did not show a 
strong relationship to assessment ratings. 
Analyses of variance were conducted with the variables company employment 
and line/staff. Analyses showed significant effects of company employment on 
assessment ratings. Company employment was found to have a significant effect on 
the difference score for Inner Work Standards (see Table F-3). A comparison of means 
showed that the self-ratings of previous employees on Inner Work Standards were not 
different from assessor ratings, whereas nonemployees and current employees had 
higher self than assessor ratings on this dimension (see Table F-4). 
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Company employment had significant effects on assessor ratings of Coping 
with Situational Stress, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Energy, Inner Work Standards and 
Development Orientation. Those individuals who were never employed by the 
company received the highest mean ratings on these dimensions. Current employees 
received the lowest mean ratings on Energy, Inner Work Standards and Development 
Orientation, variables which loaded on the assessor factor Achievement Orientation. 
Previous employees received the lowest mean ratings on Coping with Situational Stress 
and Tolerance of Uncertainty, variables of the factor Making and Defending Decisions 
(see Tables F-3, F-4). 
Analyses also showed significant effects of company employment on a number 
of self-ratings. These included Oral Presentation, Impact, Negotiation, Leadership, 
Coping with Situational Stress, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Decision Making, 
Decisiveness, Interpreting Information and Inner Work Standards (see Tables F-3, 
F-4). These dimensions were representative of the three primary factors of Making and 
Defending Decisions, Social Awareness and Information Analysis. The highest self-
ratings and assessor ratings were obtained by candidates never employed by the 
company. 
Analyses of variance showed no effects of line/staff on difference scores or 
assessor ratings (see Table F-5). Line/staff did have a significant effect on the self-
ratings of Awareness of Social Environment, with mean self-ratings being higher for 
line employees (M = 3.84, SD = .58) than for staff employees (M = 3.53, &D = .70). 
This, however, might have been a chance effect since it was the only significant 
ANOVA. 
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Results of these analyses revealed, in summary, that assessor ratings tended to 
decrease with increased years of service, and tended to be higher for candidates never 
employed by the company than for previously or currently employed candidates on 
dimensions related to Achievement Orientation and Making and Defending Decisions. 
Self-ratings also tended to be higher for never employed candidates than for previously 
or currently employed candidates. 
Cognitive abilities. Some relationships were found between ability test scores 
and differences between assessor and self-ratings. Verbal ability was significantly 
related to the difference scores for Risk Taking, Tolerance of Uncertainty and 
Scholastic Aptitude (see Table G-1). Mathematical ability was significantly related to 
the difference scores for Tolerance of Uncertainty, Development Orientation, Self 
Objectivity and Scholastic Aptitude (see Table G-2). Total ability, the sum of verbal 
and mathematical ability was significantly related to the difference scores for Risk 
Taking, Tolerance of Uncertainty, Development Orientation and Scholastic Aptitude 
(see Table G-3). These results indicated a tendency for differences between assessor 
and self-ratings to diminish with greater aptitude. 
Correlational analyses revealed positive relationships between assessor ratings 
and test scores, and also between self-ratings and test scores. The correlations were 
stronger and more often significant for assessor ratings than for self-ratings. The 
relationships found between difference scores and test scores (Risk Taking, Tolerance 
of Uncertainty, Development Orientation, Scholastic Aptitude in total test scores) were 
due to positive correlations between assessor ratings and test scores, and no or limited 
correlations between self-ratings and test scores on these dimensions. In general. 
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higher assessor ratings were obtained by candidates showing greater verbal and 
mathematical ability, especially in Making and Defending Decisions. 
Summarv. Analyses revealed some relationships between background variables 
and self or assessor ratings. Age was negatively related to assessor ratings while 
education level was positively related to these ratings. Sex and education major 
showed relationships with some assessor as well as self-ratings. Males received higher 
ratings from assessors on Self Confidence and rated themselves higher than did females 
on Making and Defending Decisions. Social majors obtained lower assessor ratings on 
Making/Defending Decisions, and science majors provided the highest self-ratings. 
Years of experience and company employment were also related to assessor ratings, 
with less experienced candidates never employed by the company obtaining higher 
ratings. Never employed candidates also rated themselves higher than previously or 
currently employed candidates. Verbal and mathematical ability measures showed 
significant positive relationships with assessor and self-ratings, although the 
relationships were stronger for assessor ratings. 
Relation of Dimension Ratings and Background to Overall Assessment Ratings 
Analyses were first conducted to determine the relationship of assessor and self-
ratings to the overall assessment rating. The overall assessment ratings had a mean of 
2.10 and a standard deviation of .95. Stepwise regression analyses extracted eight 
assessor dimensions which accounted for 86.2% of the variance in the overall 
assessment ratings (E = 48.57, df = 8, 62, g < .001). The criterion for inclusion in the 
model was a significance level at or below .15 (see Table 8). Of the dimensions 
included, four were from the factor Making and Defending Decisions (Oral Defense, 
Interpreting Information, Coping with Situational Stress and Organization/Planning). 
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Thus, the assessor factor Making and Defending Decisions accounted for most of the 
variance in the overall assessment ratings. 
The stepwise regression of the self-ratings resulted in the retention of four 
dimensions, Oral Defense, Leadership, Self Objectivity and Autonomy, which 
accounted for 20.6% of the variance in the overall assessment ratings (E = 4.29, 
df = 4, 66, E < .01). None of these dimensions showed a strong relationship to the 
OARs (see Table 8). 
Table 8 
Stepwise Regression of Assessment Ratines on OAR CAMPA") 
Dimension R2 AR2 F 
Assessor 
Oral Defense 
Aware. Soc. Envir. 
Interpret. Info. 
Impact 
Coping Sit. Stress 
Organ./Plan. 
Risk Taking 
Need Advance. 
.570 .570 91.37* 
.714 .144 34.14* 
.776 .062 18.60* 
.815 .039 13.88* 
.834 .019 7.52* 
.849 .015 6.25* 
.858 .009 3.85 
.862 .005 2.22 
Self 
Oral Defense 
Leadership 
Self Objectivity 
Autonomy 
.078 .078 5.84* 
.126 .048 3.76 
.163 .036 2.90 
.206 .044 3.64 
N = 71. 
*R< .05. 
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The assessor and the self-ratings were then combined into one regression 
analysis to determine whether the self-ratings accounted for variance in the OARs 
beyond that explained by the assessor ratings. Eleven dimension ratings were extracted 
which accounted for 89% of the variance in the OARs QF = 42.69, df = 11. 58, 
E < .001). Four self-ratings were included (Leadership, Coping with Situational 
Stress, Self Objectivity and Negotiation), but these did not account for a large amount 
of variance in the OARs (see Table 9). The self-ratings only increased the explained 
variance from 86.2% to 89%. 
Table 9 
Stepwise Regression of Combined Assessor and Self-Ratines on OAR CAMPA") 
Dimension E2 AR2 F 
Oral Defense .570 .570 90.00* 
Aware. Soc. Envir. .714 .144 33.64* 
Interpret. Info. ' .777 .063 18.64* 
Impact .816 .039 13.82* 
Coping Sit. Stress .834 .019 7.19* 
Organ./Plan. .850 .015 6.43* 
Risk Taking .858 .008 3.48 
leadership .865 .007 3.23 
Need Advance. .875 .010 4.83* 
Organ,/Plan. .882 .007 3.64 
Coping Sit, §trç55 .887 .005 2.48 
Self Obiecrivitv .892 .005 2.42 
Behavior Flex. .896 .004 2.27 
Aware. Soc. Envir. (removed) .892 -.004 1.91 
Org/Planninç (removed) .889 -.004 2.02 
Coping Sit. Stress (removed) .885 -.004 1.90 
Negotiation .890 .005 2.79 
Note. Underlined dimensions are self-ratings. 
N = 70. 
*IL< .05. 
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Analyses were also conducted to determine whether the background variables 
would contribute significantly to the explained variance of the OARs. Background 
variables included in the regression analyses were age, education level, sex, company 
employment, verbal and math scores. A stepwise regression analysis indicated that 
three variables, age, sex and verbal ability, accounted for 18.5% of the variance in 
OARs (E = 12.19, df = 3,161, E < .001). Age accounted for about half (11%) of the 
variance explained by the background variables (see Table 10). The variable years 
since degree was not included due to its high association with age. Years of service 
and race were excluded due to limitations in the samples. Education major, line/staff, 
and number of subordinates were excluded because of their limited relationships to 
dimension ratings. 
Table 10 
Stepwise Regression of Background Variables on OAR CAMPA') , 
Dimension R2 AR2 F 
Age .109 .109 19.88* 
Math .159 . .050 9.71* 
Sex .182 .023 4.48* 
Verbal .193 .011 2.21 
Math (removed) .185 -.008 1.55 
N = 165. 
* H < .05. 
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A stepwise procedure revealed that the background variables had little effect 
when combined with assessor ratings on the variables which contributed most to the 
OARs (see Table 11). Assessor ratings accounted for 87.8% of the variance, most of 
which was explained by dimensions from the factor Making and Defending Decisions 
(E = 60.69, df = 7, 59, ii< .001). No background variables were retained. The 
background variables did contribute to the OARs when combined with the self-ratings. 
Education level accounted for most of the variance in the OARs, which together with 
Leadership, Oral Defense and mathematical ability accounted for 27.2% of the variance 
in the OARs (E = 5.80, df = 4, 62, g < .001). 
Table 11 
Stepwise Regression of Assessment Ratings and Background on OAR (AMPA") 
Dimension R2 AR2 F 
Assessor 
Oral Defense .613 .613 103.14* 
Aware Soc. Envir. .761 .148 39.64* 
Fact Finding .814 .053 17.80* 
Impact .838 .024 9.22* 
Decisiveness .856 .018 7.43* 
Risk Taking .863 .008 3.33 
Organ./Plan. .870 .007 3.29 
Decisiveness (removed) .866 -.004 1.91 
Behavior Flex. .878 .012 5.75* 
Self 
Education Level .128 .128 9.54* 
Leadership .178 .050 3.88 
Oral Defense .237 .059 4.84* 
Math .272 .036 3.06 
N = 67. 
* B < .05. 
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Regression analyses excluding the dimensions for which there were reduced 
samples (Autonomy, Organization/Planning, Need for Advancement, Development 
Orientation, Self Objectivity and Scholastic Aptitude) lead to some different results. Of 
the assessor ratings, ten dimensions accounted for 82.3% of the variance in OARs 
(E = 73.50, df = 10,158, E < .001). Decision Making rather than Oral Defense 
accounted for most of the variance (see Table 12). Similar to analyses with all 
dimensions, however, a large number of dimensions were from the factor Making and 
Defending Decisions. The reduced self-ratings, in contrast, accounted for only 8.7% 
of the variance in OARs (E = 5.49, df = 3,173, c < .01). 
Stepwise regression analyses including the reduced number of assessor ratings 
and the background variables lead to similar results as the assessor ratings alone, 
with 83.9% of the variance in OARs accounted for by 11 variables (F = 70.81, 
df = 11,150, E < .001). Company employment was included within these variables, 
but it did not account for a large amount of variance (see Table 13). The self-ratings 
combined with background variables accounted for 24.3% of the variance in OARs 
(E = 10.16, df = 5,158, n < .001), of which age explained an estimated 11%. The 
multiple correlations for the reduced self-ratings and background were more similar to 
the multiple correlations for the background variables alone than those for the total self-
ratings and background variables. 
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Table 12 
Stepwise Regression of Reduced Assessment Ratings on OAR CAMPAI 
Dimension R2 AR2 F 
Assessor^ 
Decision Making .578 .578 228.61* 
Behavior Flex. .713 .135 78.35* 
Oral Defense .757 .044 29.56* 
Impact .778 .022 15.95* 
Fact Finding .800 .021 17.24* 
Inner Work Stand. .808 .009 7.52* 
Interpreting Info. .813 .005 4.27* 
Aware. Soc. Env. .817 .004 3.20 
Coping Sit. Stress .820 .003 2.96 
Oral Present. .823 .003 2.39 
Selfb 
Coping Sit. Stress .043 .043 7.84* 
Aware Soc. Env. .067 .024 4.52* 
Oral Defense .087 .020 3.74 
%= 169. 
%= 177. 
* B < .05. 
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Table 13 
Stepwise Regression of Reduced Assessment Ratings and Background on OAR 
(AMPA^ 
Dimension R2 AR2 F 
Assessor^ 
Decision Making .583 .583 223.79* 
Behavior Flex. .727 .144 86.72* 
Oral Defense .777 .050 35.71* 
Fact Finding .798 .021 15.99* 
Impact .817 .019 15.95* 
Aware. Soc. Env. .822 .005 4.53* 
Inteipreting Info. .826 .005 4.03* 
Coping Sit. Stress .830 .004 3.16 
Company Employ. .832 .003 2.33 
Inner Work Stand. .836 .004 3.54 
Risk Taking .839 .002 2.11 
Selfb 
Age .109 .109 19.88* 
Math .161 .052 9.94* 
Coping Sit. Stress .204 .042 8.51* 
Aware. Soc. Envir. .229 .026 5.32* 
Sex .243 .014 2.93 
%= 162. 
bN= 164. 
* E < .05. 
Results of these analyses revealed that assessor ratings were strongly related to 
the OARs. Less than half of these ratings, however, accounted for most of the 
variability in the overall assessment ratings. Self-ratings explained a limited amount of 
variability in the OARs. Background variables similarly accounted for a small amount 
of variance in the OARs. When combined with assessor ratings, self-ratings did not 
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account for a large amount of variance in the OARs. Similarly, when combined with 
assessor ratings, the background variables did not have a strong impact on the OARs, 
but when combined with the self-ratings, background variables had a noticeable effect. 
Summary of Advanced Management Assessment Results 
The self-ratings and assessor ratings of assessment center performance showed 
a very weak relationship, as indicated by low correlations and significantly different 
mean dimension ratings. Self-ratings were more lenient and showed less halo than 
assessor ratings. Although the factor analyses revealed a strong rating source effect, 
assessors and candidates grouped dimensions similarly. 
Demographic, work experience and cognitive abilities were related to self and 
assessor ratings. In general the relationships were stronger and more frequent with 
assessor ratings than self-ratings. Assessor ratings tended to decrease with age, years 
since degree and years of service, and tended to increase with education level, and 
verbal and mathematical abilities. Self-ratings were more strongly related to company 
employment than assessor ratings, with never employed candidates rating themselves 
higher than currently or previously employed candidates. 
The relationship between assessor ratings and the overall assessment ratings 
was strong. A limited relationship was found, however, between the self-ratings and 
overall assessment ratings. These results were not surprising considering that the 
overall assessment ratings were derived from assessor ratings and not self-ratings. 
Background variables were related to the OARs but, when combined with die assessor 
ratings, contributed littie to the explained variance in die overall assessment ratings. 
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Middle Management Assessment 
Relation between Assessor and Self-Ratings 
In analyzing the relationships between assessor and self-ratings in the middle 
management program, the same procedures were used as with the advanced 
management program. Although 18 dimensions were measured in this assessment 
program, self-ratings were only available for 16 dimensions: Critical Thinking and Self 
Objectivity were not included. 
A comparison of means indicated that self-ratings were higher than assessor 
ratings. Paired comparison t-tests showed that differences were significant for all 
dimensions except Fact Finding (see Table 14). Self-ratings also tended to have 
smaller standard deviations than assessor ratings. Thus, self-ratings were more lenient 
and less variable than assessor ratings. 
Correlations between assessor and self-ratings ranged from i = -.02 to 
I = .40, with a median of i = .21. Those dimensions on which assessors and self-
ratings showed the most agreement were Oral Presentation, Written Communication, 
Impact, Group Facilitation and Work Motivation. Those on which least agreement was 
found were Behavior Flexibility, Decision Making, Decisiveness, Fact Finding, 
Analysis and Planning (see Table 15). The correlations were in general low, indicating 
low agreement between assessor and self-raters. The correlations between all self and 
assessor ratings can be found in Table H-1. 
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Table 14 
Mean Ratings by Rating Source CMMAP") 
Assessor Self 
Dimension Mean SD Mean sn I 
Oral Presentation 2.91 1.04 3.63 .70 9.04** 
Oral Defense 3.10 1.11 3.78 .68 7.08** 
Oral Commun. 3.24 .79 3.60 .80 4.55** 
Written Commun. 2.72 .98 3.49 .82 9.35** 
Impact 3.07 1.13 3.32a .82 2.61* 
Behavior Flex. 2.72 .89 3.51 .83 8.42** 
Autonomy 3.06 .97 3.62 .88 6.22** 
Influence/Direct. 2.57 1.03 3.51 .82 10.52** 
Group Facil. 2.82 1.12 3.71 .85 9.59** 
Decision Making 2.65 1.06 3.72 .82 10.27** 
Decisiveness 2.25 1.07 3.99 .66 18.21** 
Fact Finding 3.45 .99 3.48 .84 .33 
Analysis 2.90 1.05 3.73 .82 8.26** 
Organizing 2.58 .89 3.54 .88 10.80** 
Planning 2.22 .97 3.51- .84 12.43** 
Work Motivation 3.51 1.03 4.26 .74 8.72** 
Critical Thinking 3.02 1.50 - - -
Self Objectivity 3.21 1.22 - - -
M= 156. 
aN = 155. 
*11 <.01. **£<.001. 
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Table 15 
Correlations between Assessor and Self-Ratines (MMAP") 
Dimension £ 
Oral Presentation .40** 
Oral Defense .19* 
Oral Commun. .20* 
Written Commun. .35** 
Impact .38**a 
Behavior Flex. .06 
Autonomy .27** 
Influence/Direct. 29** 
Group Facil. .34** 
Decision Making .07 
Decisiveness .10 
Fact Finding .15 
Analysis .12 
Organizing .21* 
Planning -.02 
Work Motivation .30** 
N= 156. 
aN = 155. 
*£<.05. **£<.01. 
Exploratory factor analyses were then conducted with the assessors and self-
ratings. The criterion for retaining factors was an eigenvalue of 1.00. The principal 
components factor analysis of the 18 assessor ratings resulted in three factors which 
accounted for 68.1% of the variance in ratings. The results of the varimax rotation of 
these factors are presented in Table 16. The analysis of the 16 assessor ratings for 
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which self-ratings existed resulted in a factor structure similar to that of the 18 assessor 
ratings. 
The principal components factor analysis of the self-ratings resulted in the 
extraction of five factors, which accounted for 61.2% of the variance in ratings. The 
rotated factors are presented in Table 17. 
Table 16 
Rotated Factors of Assessor Ratings CMMAPt 
Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Oral Presentation J4Û .370 .391 
Oral Defense AM. AM. .391 
Oral Commun. .723 .219 .246 
Written Commun. .275 .144 am 
Impact Ml .182 .090 
Behavior Flex. ML .117 .232 
Autonomy JÛ1 .331 -.044 
Influence/Direct ML .272 .135 
Group Facil. ,832 .089 .124 
Decision Making .205 Ml .250 
Decisiveness .238 Mâ -.032 
Fact Finding .225 
Analysis .177 .339 
Organizing .226 ML .121 
Planning .191 JAl .223 
Work Motivation .381 .217 
Critical Thinking .041 .167 JM 
Self Objectivity .355 J41 .309 
% Variance 29.24 25.73 13.14 
Note. Factor loadings equal to or greater than .400 have been underlined. 
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Table 17 
Rotated Factors of Self-Ratings fMMAP') 
Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
Oral Presentation .152 .244 .162 -.086 
Oral Defense AZB. .326 .058 .346 -.401 
Oral Commun. .112 .230 J2Â .014 -.166 
Written Commun. .110 -.096 
.694 -.023 .273 
Impact -.083 Ml .250 .290 -.041 
Behavior Flex. .084 .161 .034 .010 J14 
Autonomy .004 .112 .010 Ml -.034 
Influence/Direct. .150 .027 .151 .063 
Group Facil. .088 MS. .101 -.092 .118 
Decision Making ML .182 .057 .238 .165 
Decisiveness -.032 .240 .350 .348 
Fact Finding .011 .235 -.191 -.337 
Analysis mi -.068 .015 .048 -.307 
Organizing .032 .344 -.107 .132 
Planning .130 .027 -.001 .172 
Work Motivation .105 .359 .450 .170 
% Variance 18.54 14.40 11.40 8.78 8.07 
Note. Factor loadings equal to or greater than .400 have been underlined. 
The factors obtained from the assessors and the self-raters had some 
similarities. Factor 1 of the self-ratings was almost identical to Factor 2 of the assessor 
ratings, with heavy loadings on Oral Defense, Decision Making, Decisiveness, Fact 
Finding, Analysis, Organizing and Planning. This factor could be defined as "Making 
and Defending Decisions." 
The first assessor factor loaded heavily on Oral Presentation, Oral Defense, Oral 
Communication, Impact Behavior Flexibility, Autonomy, Influencing/Directing, Group 
Facilitation and Work Motivation. This factor could be defined as "Interpersonal 
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Skills." These dimensions were dispersed across three self-rater factors. Factor 2 of 
the self-ratings loaded heavily on Impact, Influencing/Directing and Group Facilitation, 
and therefore was defined as "Interpersonal Influence." Factor 3, which loaded heavily 
on Oral Presentation, Oral Communication, Written Communication and Work 
Motivation was defined as "Communication." Factor 4 loaded heavily on Autonomy 
and Work Motivation and was called "Independence." Thus Factor 1 of the assessor 
ratings was divided into three factors by the self-raters. 
Factor 3 of the assessor ratings did not have a similar self-rating factor. It 
loaded heavily on Written Communication, Fact Finding, and Critical Thinking. These 
dimensions measured with paper and pencil instruments, thus this factor could be called 
"Paper and Pencil Testing." These dimensions could also comprise a "Reasoning" 
factor. 
Factor 5 of the self-ratings loaded heavily on Behavior Flexibility and loaded 
negatively on Oral Defense, Fact Finding, and Analysis. This factor was therefore 
defined as "Flexibility." A summary of the factors derived for the assessor and self-
ratings is provided in Table 18. 
The factor analyses revealed that, although there were some similarities in how 
assessors and self-raters grouped dimensions, self-raters made greater distinctions 
between the dimensions as indicated by the greater number of factors they derived. The 
higher intercorrelations among assessor ratings than among self-ratings also indicated a 
greater differentiation of dimensions by self-raters (see Table H-2). 
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Table 18 
Factors bv Raring Source (MMAP') 
Factors Assessor Self 
Interpersonal Skills X 
Making and Defending Decisions X X 
Inteipersonal Influencing X 
Communication X 
Independence X 
Reasoning X 
Flexibility X 
A principal components factor analysis of the assessor and the self-ratings 
together further confirmed the differences in ratings source. The analyses resulted in 
eight factors which accounted for 68.2% of the variability in assessment ratings. When 
these factors were rotated through the varimax technique, five main factors which 
accounted for 54.8% of the variance were obtained (see Table 19). The remaining two 
factors each accounted for less than 5% of the variance in ratings. The five factors 
showed little overlap between assessor and self-rating. Assessor ratings which loaded 
on Factor 2 were similar to self-ratings which loaded on Factor 3 (Decision Making, 
Decisiveness, Fact Finding, Analysis, Organizing and Planning). Assessor ratings 
loading on Factor 1 were similar to self-ratings loading on Factors 4 and 5 (Oral 
Communication, Impact, Influencing and Directing, Group Facilitation, and Work 
Motivation). The findings indicated that rating source was a strong determiner of 
variability despite the overlap in factors derived for assessors and self-raters. 
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Table 19 
Rotated Factors of Assessor and Self-Ratings (TVIMAPI 
Dimension Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 
Assessor 
Oral Presentation A23. .016 -.075 .263 
Oral Defense Aâl -.070 -.038 .179 
Oral Commun. J31 .264 -.058 -.019 .223 
Written Commun. .266 .344 -.174 .029 .622 
Impact JÛ2 .219 -.006 .214 .057 
Behavior Flex. .163 .013 .131 .138 
Autonomy ML .323 .061 .183 -.046 
Influence/Direct MS. .289 .003 .140 .103 
Group Facil. Ml .151 -.061 .284 .006 
Decision Making .200 Ml -.003 -.006 .046 
Decisiveness .229 Ml .062 .069 -.071 
Fact Finding .199 -.080 -.020 .356 
Analysis .181 Ml .037 -.035 .100 
Organizing .220 .192 .064 .058 
Planning .230 .742 .093 -.044 -.033 
Work Motivation A2^  .087 .107 .119 
Self 
Oral Presentation .248 .042 .183 .198 .125 
Oral Defense .103 .124 .325 .265 -.157 
Oral Commun. .193 .027 .258 .363 
Written Commun. .112 .029 .214 -.005 .785 
Impact .162 .016 -.079 .702 .158 
Behavior Flex. -.007 .000 .106 .126 .042 
Autonomy .152 -.030 .039 .147 -.011 
Influence/Direct. .270 -.043 .143 -.126 
Group Facil. .117 .018 .096 Ml .024 
Decision Making -.033 .038 J21 .108 .014 
Decisiveness .044 .047 ML .040 .129 
Fact Finding -.033 .183 .104 .114 
Analysis -.110 .094 -.070 -.034 
Organizing .098 -.006 .711 .076 .210 
Planning -.053 .019 .089 -.095 
Work Motivation .195 -.081 .194 All .325 
% Variance 16.08 15.60 9.70 i n \  5.71 
Note. Factor loadings equal to or greater than .400 have been underlined. 
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Assessor and self-ratings in the middle management program showed litde 
agreement as indicated by the correlations. In addition, self-ratings were found to have 
more leniency, less variability and less halo than assessor ratings. Factor analyses, 
however, revealed some similarities in the manner in which assessors and self-raters 
grouped dimension ratings. 
Relation of Background Variables to Assessment Ratings 
To analyze the relationship of background variables to the level of agreement 
between assessors and self-raters, difference scores were calculated by subtracting the 
assessor ratings from the self-ratings. The means and standard deviations of these 
difference scores are presented in Table 20. 
The background variables evaluated consisted of demographics and work 
experience. Cognitive ability measures were not available for the middle management 
assessment program. The variables were: 
Demographics 
Age 
Sex 
Race 
Education level 
Education major 
Years since last degree 
Work Experience 
Years of service 
Line/staff 
Number of subordinates 
These variables are described in Appendix C. 
Correlations were computed between the continuous background variables (age, 
education level, years since degree, years of service and number of subordinates) and 
assessment ratings, while analyses of variance were conducted with the categorical 
background variables (sex, race, education major and line/staff). 
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Table 20 
Means and Standard Deviations of Rating Difference Scores fMMAP^ 
Dimension Mean SD 
Oral Presentation .73 1.00 
Oral Defense .67 1.19 
Oral Commun. .37 1.00 
Written Commun. .77 1.03 
Impact .23a 1.11 
Behavior Flex. .79 1.18 
Autonomy .56 1.12 
Influence/Direct .94 1.11 
Group Facil. .88 1.15 
Decision Making 1.06 1.29 
Decisiveness 1.74 1.20 
Fact Finding .03 1.20 
Analysis .83 1.25 
Organizing .96 1.11 
Planning 1.29 1.30 
Work Motivation .74 1.06 
Note. Scores consisted of self-ratings minus assessor ratings. 
156. 
a N =  1 5 5 .  
Demographics. The correlations indicated that relationships existed between 
some demographic variables and difference scores. Age was significantly related to all 
difference scores except those for Written Communication and Behavior Flexibility (see 
Table I-l). The differences between self and assessor ratings increased with age. The 
assessor ratings were significantly negatively related to age, with correlations ranging 
from r = -.22 to r = -.47. Self-ratings also showed a tendency to correlate negatively 
with age, with significant correlations (Oral Defense, Oral Communication, Written 
Communication, Impact, Influencing and Directing, and Work Motivation) coming 
101 
from the factors Interpersonal Influencing and Communication. Although both 
assessor and self-ratings were negatively related to age, assessor ratings showed 
stronger relationships, thus accounting for the significant difference scores. 
Education level was significantly correlated with 10 of the 16 difference scores 
(Oral Presentation, Oral Defense, Impact, Autonomy, Influencing and Directing, 
Decisiveness, Fact Finding, Analysis, Organizing, and Work Motivation). Difference 
scores were inversely related to years of education (see Table 1-2). Assessor ratings 
tended to correlate positively with education level, with nonsignificant correlations 
primarily coming from the assessor factor Interpersonal Skills (Oral Communication, 
Behavior Flexibility, Influencing and Directing, and Group Facilitation). Of the self-
ratings, only Oral Defense, Written Communication and Decision Making were 
significantly related to education level. Thus, assessor ratings tended to increase with 
education level, with fewer significant correlations in Interpersonal Skills. Education 
level correlated negatively with age (r = -.37, g < .001). 
Years since degree correlated negatively with some assessor and self-ratings, 
but did not correlate with difference scores (see Table 1-3). The assessor ratings of 
Oral Presentation, Oral Defense, Impact, Fact Finding, Organizing and Work 
Motivation, while the self-ratings of Oral Defense, Oral Communication and Impact 
had significant negative correlations with years since degree. The variable years since 
degree also had a significant positive correlation with age (r = .58, p < .001). 
The discrepancies between assessor and self-ratings increased with age and 
decreased with years of education of the candidate, results which were primarily caused 
by the relationship of these variables to assessor ratings rather than self-ratings. 
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The relationships between assessment ratings and sex, race and education major 
were evaluated through a series of independent ANOVAs. Analyses of variance 
showed a significant effect of sex on the difference scores for Written Communication 
(see Table 1-4), with males showing a greater mean difference score than females. 
Significant effects of sex on the assessor ratings of Written Communication and Critical 
Thinking, and the self-ratings of Oral Communication,-Written Communication and 
Work Motivation were found. A comparison of means indicated that assessors rated 
females higher than males in Written Communication and Critical Thinking. 
Furthermore, females rated themselves significantly higher than did males in Oral 
Communication, Written Communication and Work Motivation, dimensions of the self-
rating factor Communication (see Table 1-5). Since the difference between male and 
female Written Communication ratings was greater for assessor than self-raters, the 
significant difference score could be attributed to the assessor ratings. 
Race was found to have significant effects on the difference scores for Written 
Communication and Behavior Flexibility (see Table 1-6), with whites showing smaller 
difference scores than nonwhites. The significant difference between races on Written 
Communication was due to significantly higher assessor ratings of whites than 
nonwhites. The significant effect of race on the difference score for Behavior 
Flexibility may have been due to chance as no significant effects of race on the assessor 
or self-ratings of this dimensions were found. Race was also found to have a 
significant effect on the self-ratings of Work Motivation, with whites rating themselves 
higher than nonwhites. These effects must be viewed with caution, however, due to 
the small sample of nonwhites relative to whites. 
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Education major had significant effects on the difference score for Autonomy 
and on the self-ratings of Analysis (see Table 1-7), with business majors showing 
smaller difference scores on Autonomy than social or science majors, and with social 
majors showing lower self-ratings on Analysis than business or science majors (see 
Table 1-8). Overall, education major did not have a meaningful effect on assessment 
ratings for middle management 
Work experience. Years of service had significant positive correlations with the 
difference scores for Oral Presentation, Oral Defense, Impact, Autonomy, Influencing 
and Directing, Group Facilitation, Fact Finding and Work Motivation. With the 
exception of Fact Finding, these dimensions formed part of the assessor factor 
Interpersonal Skills. Thus, differences in ratings on Interpersonal Skills and Fact 
Finding increased with years of service. All assessor ratings except Decisiveness and 
Self Objectivity were significantly negatively related to years of service, whereas only 
the self-ratings of Oral Presentation, Oral Defense, Written Communication, Impact, 
Decision Making and Work Motivation were significantiy related to years of service 
(see Table J-1). Although both assessor and self-ratings showed negative relationships 
with years of service, the correlations were more frequent and stronger for assessor 
ratings, accounting for the significant correlations with difference scores. The variable 
years of service had a correlation of i = .71 (g < .001) with age. 
The variable number of subordinates was normalized by calculating its square 
root. Number of subordinates did not correlate with difference scores, and only 
correlated significantiy with the assessor rating of Organizing and the self-rating of 
Written Communication, which may have been chance findings (see Table J-2). Thus, 
number of subordinates did not appear to be related to assessment ratings. 
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Line/staff, as a categorical variable, was analyzed using ANOVA. The analyses 
showed no significant effects of line/staff on assessment ratings (see Table J-3). 
Summary. Analyses revealed some relationships between background and 
assessment ratings. The discrepancy between assessor and self-ratings tended to 
increase with age of the candidate and years of service, and decrease with education 
level, an effect which was primarily due to differences in assessor ratings. In addition, 
higher self-ratings were found for females than for males in Communication. 
Relation of Dimension Ratings and Background to Overall Assessment Ratings 
The stepwise regression of assessor ratings on the overall assessment ratings 
(M = 2.12, SE = 1.00) extracted eleven dimensions which accounted for 87.8% of the 
variance in the overall assessment ratings (£ = 94.18, df= 11,144, jî < .001). The 
criterion for inclusion in the model was a significance level at or below .15 (see Table 
21). These dimensions were primarily from the factor Making and Defending 
Decisions. Thus, the assessor factor Making and Defending Decisions accounted for 
most of the variance in the overall assessment ratings. 
The stepwise regression of the self-ratings resulted in the extraction of two 
dimensions. Oral Presentation and Impact, which accounted for 10.3% of the variance 
in the overall assessment ratings (E = 8.72, df = 2,152, g < .001). Thus self-ratings 
showed little relationship to the OARs (see Table 21). 
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Table 21 
Stepwise Regression of Assessment Ratines on OAR (MMAP) 
Dimension R2 AR2 F 
Assessor^ 
Analysis 
Impact 
Self Objectivity 
Oral Commun. 
Decisiveness 
Critical Thinking 
Oral Defense 
Written Commun. 
Group Facil. 
Decision Making 
Planning 
Selfb 
Oral Present. .074 .074 12.13* 
Impact .103 .029 4.99* 
.566 .566 • 200.73* 
.747 .182 109.93* 
.794 .047 34.60* 
.824 .030 25.75* 
.853 .029 29.33* 
.863 .010 10.47* 
.867 .005 5.20* 
.871 .004 4.28* 
.874 .003 3.56 
.876 .002 2.37 
.878 .002 2.17 
aN= 156. 
bN= 155. 
*B< .05. 
The assessor and the self-ratings were then combined into one regression 
analysis. Eleven dimension ratings were extracted, accounting for 88.6% of the 
variance in the OARs (F = 101,30, df = 11,143, g < .001). Of these, three were self-
ratings (Oral Presentation, Impact, and Written Communication). Although the self-
ratings of Oral Presentation and Impact were significant, self-ratings only increased the 
explained variance in the OARs from 87.8% to 88.6% (see Table 22). 
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Table 22 
Stepwise Regression of Combined Assessor and Self-Ratings on OAR CMMAP') 
Note. Underlined dimensions are self-ratings. 
H =155. 
*B< .05, 
Analyses were also conducted to determine whether the background variables 
would contribute significantly to the explained variance of the OARs. Background 
variables included in the regression analyses were age, education level, sex, and years 
of service. A stepwise regression analysis indicated that only age significantly 
contributed to the variance in OARs, explaining 15.9% (F = 27.44, df = 1,145, 
C < .001). The variable years since degree was not included due to its high association 
with age. Race was excluded due to limitations in the samples. Education major. 
Une/staff, and number of subordinates were excluded because of their limited 
relationships to dimension ratings. 
Dimension R2 AR2 F 
Analysis 
Impact 
Setf Objectivity 
Oral Commun. 
Decisiveness 
Oral Presentation 
Critical Thinking 
Impact 
Written Commun. 
Written Commun. 
Oral Defense 
.563 .563 196.87* 
.750 .187 113.60* 
.799 .049 36.63* 
.826 .027 23.61* 
.853 .027 27.12* 
.863 .010 10.73* 
.872 .009 10.59* 
.876 .004 4.57* 
.879 .003 3.66 
.884 .005 5.91* 
.886 .003 3.25 
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A stepwise procedure revealed that the background variables had little effect 
when combined with assessor ratings on the variables which contributed most to the 
OARs (E = 81.70, df = 13,133, c < .001). The background variables of education 
level and sex added minimally to the total explained variance of 88.9% (see Table 23). 
The dimensions from the factor Making and Defending Decisions accounted for most of 
the variance in the OARs. 
Table 23 
Stepwise Regression of Assessment Ratings and Background on OAR (TVIMAP) 
Dimension R2 AR2 F 
Assessor^ 
Analysis 
Impact 
Self Objectivity 
Oral Commun. 
Decisiveness 
Written Commun. 
Oral Defense 
Education Level 
Critical Thinking 
Group Facil. 
Decision Making 
Sex 
Oral Present. 
.567 .567 189.55* 
.752 .186 108.05* 
.802 .050 36.07* 
.827 .025 20.07* 
.852 .026 24.31* 
.862 .010 10.05* 
.867 .005 5.27* 
.872 .005 4.96* 
.877 .005 5.85* 
.881 .004 4.76* 
.885 .003 3.87 
.887 .002 2.50 
.889 .002 2.51 
Selfb 
Age 
Oral Present. 
Behavior Flex. 
.159 .159 27.23* 
.208 .049 8.75* 
.221 .014 2.48 
aN = 147. 
bN= 146. 
* £ < .05. 
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The background variables made a more meaningful contribution to the OARs 
when combined with the self-ratings. Age accounted for the largest proportion of the 
variance in the OARs, which together with Oral Presentation and Behavior Flexibility 
explained 22.1% of the variance in the OARs (E = 13.44, df = 3,142, p < .001). 
The regression analyses indicated that assessor ratings had strong relationships 
to the OARs whereas the self-ratings showed almost no relationship to OARs. The 
relationship of assessor ratings to the OARs was minimally affected by the self-ratings 
or the background variables. The self-ratings in combination with the background 
variables doubled the small amount of variance explained by the self-ratings alone. 
Summary of Middle Management Assessment Results 
The analyses of the middle management assessment ratings indicated that littie 
relationship existed between assessor ratings and self-ratings. Self-ratings had more 
leniency, less variability and less halo than assessor ratings. The correlations between 
the self-ratings and assessor ratings were low. Although the factors derived from each 
of these sources had some similarities, a strong rating source effect was found. 
Assessor ratings were also found to correlate more strongly with some 
background variables than self-ratings, including age, education level, and years of 
service. Assessor ratings increased with education level and decreased with age and 
years of service. 
The regression analyses indicated that assessor ratings were closely related to 
the OARs, although a limited number of dimensions explained most of the variance. 
Self-ratings showed littie relationship to the OARs. Overall, little relationship was 
found between the self and assessor ratings of middle management assessment program 
performance. 
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DISCUSSION 
This study investigated the relationships between self-ratings, assessor ratings, 
background variables (demographics, work experience and cognitive ability measures) 
and the overall ratings of assessment center performance. Findings indicated that little 
relationship existed between assessor and self-ratings. Demographics and cognitive 
abilities were related to assessment ratings but did not have a strong impact on the 
overall assessment ratings. 
Relation between Assessor and Self-Ratings 
The first question addressed in this study related to the nature of the 
relationships between assessor and self-ratings of assessment center dimensions. 
Assessor and self-ratings were found to be different, as indicated by significantly 
different mean ratings and low correlations between ratings. Self-ratings were more 
lenient and displayed less halo than assessor ratings in both the advanced management 
and the middle management programs. 
In the middle management program, assessor ratings also showed greater 
variance than self-ratings, as indicated by larger standard deviations in the dimension 
ratings. The variability of self-ratings in the advanced and the middle management 
programs did not differ, but the assessor ratings were more variable in the middle 
management program than the advanced management program. This difference in 
assessor ratings was not unexpected as advanced management candidates were a more 
select group than middle management candidates and would thus be expected to display 
less variability in performance. 
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The results were similar to previous findings that showed greater leniency and 
less halo in self-ratings than in supervisor or peer ratings (Fox & Dinur, 1988; 
Holzbach, 1978; Klimoski & London, 1974). Heneman (1974), in contrast, showed 
no significant differences in self and supervisor ratings on six of nine managerial 
dimensions, no leniency effect in self-ratings, and no greater variability in supervisor 
ratings than self-ratings. Heneman suggested that because the ratings in his study were 
obtained strictly for research purposes rather than for decision-making purposes, biases 
in ratings were reduced. The findings of the current study may have differed from 
those of Heneman because the ratings were used for decision-making purposes. Fewer 
biases in ratings might be obtained, therefore, when ratings are used only for research. 
The correlations between self and assessor ratings were low; the median 
correlation across both samples was .20. Mabe and West (1982), in their meta­
analysis, found a mean correlation of .31 between self-assessments and criterion 
measures that included supervisor ratings or objective performance measures. Harris 
and Schaubroeck (1988), in their meta-analysis, found a correlation of .35 between self 
and supervisor ratings. Thus, in accordance with previous studies, self-ratings were 
different from assessor ratings. 
The assessment centers used in this study met a set of measurement conditions 
that, according to previous research, should have led to a greater similarity between self 
and assessor ratings. These included the measurement of performance rather than 
ability, a common set of behaviors upon which to base ratings, specified definitions of 
the dimensions being rated, knowledge that self-ratings would not be used for decision­
making purposes, and expectation of validation of self-ratings (Mabe and West, 1982). 
I l l  
Yet self-ratings were vastly different from assessor ratings. There are several possible 
explanations for these differences. 
One explanation for the differences between the ratings is that candidates and 
assessors might have used different knowledge bases when making their ratings 
(Primoff, 1980). Candidates, although instructed to base their ratings on assessment 
center performance, might have incorporated observations of their own performance in 
other situations into ratings of their performance in the assessment center. Assessors, 
on the other hand, did not have information regarding candidate performance outside of 
the assessment center. To investigate this explanation, differences between assessor 
and self-ratings should be analyzed when assessors have a knowledge base more 
similar to that of candidates. For research purposes, this could be achieved by 
providing assessors with job performance information or allowing assessors to 
observe the job performance of candidates prior to establishing dimension ratings. 
Although this procedure could provide insight into the question, differences in 
knowledge base would continue to exist, as candidates have a different perspective on 
their job performance than outside observers. 
Another possible explanation is based on differences in recall of behaviors. In 
both the advanced and the middle management programs, assessors were trained to 
observe specific behaviors, record information relevant to the dimensions throughout 
the assessment process, and share information with other assessors. Candidates, in 
contrast, did not systematically record their behaviors. Assessors, therefore, had 
recorded information upon which to base their ratings whereas candidates had only 
their memory. Because of memory differences, candidates may have used a different 
set of information than assessors when rating themselves on assessment center 
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performance. This explanation could be investigated by having candidates record 
perceptions of their performance throughout the assessment process (e.g., by means of 
a short checklist or rating form) and then comparing their self-ratings to assessor 
ratings. Caution would need to be taken to ensure that this procedure did not negatively 
affect the validity of the assessment process. A study of this nature would clarify 
whether the differences in ratings were due to memory. 
Another question that arises is whether assessors and candidates used the same 
subjective scale when rating assessment center performance. Although the scale points 
were the same, and the dimensions rated by the scale were the same, interpretation of 
the anchors on the scale may have differed. Assessors, again, were trained in the use 
of the rating scale whereas self-raters were not To investigate this possibility, rating 
similarity could be evaluated before and after training self-raters in the use of the self-
assessment instrument. 
Other factors that might have affected self-ratings include the level of fatigue of 
the candidates at the time of self-assessment and the seriousness with which they 
completed the self-assessment questionnaire. Candidates may have been tired or may 
have simply not given much importance to the questionnaire, assuming that it would 
not affect the outcome of the assessment process. In the self-assessment questionnaire, 
candidates were simply instructed to circle the number of an anchored rating scale that 
best described their performance. These issues could be investigated by questioning 
the candidates about their perceptions of the self-assessment questionnaire. 
Although assessor and self-ratings differed, both might have a certain degree of 
validity for predicting criteria outside of the assessment center. It may be the case that 
self-ratings do not lack validity, but rather provide relevant information different from 
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that provided by assessors (Borman, 1974). In order to test this hypothesis, self and 
assessor ratings could be compared to external criteria such as job performance. Ideally 
the external criteria would be measures other than progress or promotion in the 
company, because these measures are contaminated by the assessment center outcome. 
In order to understand thoroughly the self-assessment process and the usefulness of 
self-assessments, this issue must be investigated. 
Although the relationship between self and assessor ratings was low on all 
dimensions, higher correlations were found on some dimensions than on others. In the 
middle management program, higher agreement was found on Interpersonal and 
Communication dimensions and almost no agreement was found on the dimensions of 
Making and Defending Decisions. In the advanced management program, lower 
agreement was found on Social Awareness dimensions and higher agreement was 
found on dimensions of Making and Defending Decisions, with the exception of some 
dimensions related to Information Analysis (Fact Finding, Organizing and Planning). 
In the advanced management program, dimensions of Social Awareness were measured 
in part by an exercise that was similar to a middle management exercise that measured 
dimensions of Making and Defending Decisions. Both exercises required the 
candidates to analyze information, make proposals and present proposals to an 
individual or a group of individuals. Because of lack of training, candidates might not 
have understood the bases for evaluating performance in these exercises as clearly as 
other exercises. This interpretation corresponds with past research which indicates that 
the more ambiguous the dimensions, the more biased will be tiie self-ratings (Felson, 
1981; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). 
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The factor analyses also supported the finding that assessor and self-ratings 
were different. When self and assessor ratings were included in a single factor 
analysis, separate self and assessor factors were obtained, indicating littie agreement on 
ratings. These findings concurred with past research in which factor analyses of self, 
superior and peer ratiings resulted in three factors corresponding to the rating sources 
(Holzbach, 1978; Klimoski & London, 1974). The factor analyses of both the 
advanced and the middle management programs revealed greater method variance than 
trait variance. 
The factor structures obtained when factor analyses were done separately by 
rating source indicated that assessors and self-raters grouped dimensions similarly, 
suggesting some common understanding of the dimensions. Self-ratings, however, 
resulted in a greater number of factors than assessor ratings. This supports previous 
research which has found less halo in self than in assessor ratings (Thornton, 1980). 
The results of these analyses suggest that, although assessors and self-raters viewed the 
dimensions similarly, they rated performance on the dimensions differentiy. Thus, the 
basis for grouping dimensions was different from the basis for rating performance on 
the dimensions. 
Similar factors were extracted in both assessment programs, the most important 
of which were Making and Defending Decisions and Interpersonal/Social skills. 
Furthermore, the regression analyses indicated that dimensions of Making and 
Defending Decisions contributed most to the overall assessment ratings. These 
dimensions were, therefore, most important for determining management 
promotability. 
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To summarize, this study showed that self-ratings and assessor ratings differed 
widely in both the middle and the advanced management programs. The reasons for 
these differences, however, are unclear. They may be due to different perceptions 
about performance in the assessment center or to different information sources being 
used in the rating process. If assessment centers are to be used for career development, 
it is important to determine whether the differences between ratings were due to 
differences in understanding of performance expectations. If this is the case, a 
common understanding must bê established in the feedback session and maintained 
after assessment, because in order to develop in their careers, employees must be able 
to understand how they are performing relative to how the organization expects them to 
be performing. 
Relation of Background Variables to Assessment Ratings 
A second question addressed in this study was the extent to which background 
variables moderated the relationships between assessor and self-ratings. Background 
variables included age, education, cognitive abilities, sex, race, and work experience. 
Ass. 
Analyses indicated that age was significantiy positively related to difference 
scores between self and assessor ratings. Age was significantiy negatively related to 
assessor ratings in both tiie advanced and the middle management programs. Self-
ratings were unrelated to age in tiie advanced management program and minimally 
related to age in the middle management program. As age increased, discrepancies 
between self and assessor ratings increased and assessor ratings decreased. Rank order 
correlations resulted in similar relationships, suggesting that tiie stronger relationship of 
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assessor ratings than self-ratings to age was not due to differences in the shapes of the 
distributions. 
Several questions arise from these results. First, what are the causes of this 
relationship? Possible causes include biases in the assessor ratings, biases in the 
testing methods, or true age differences in managerial potential. Although chance 
effects caused by limited sample sizes might explain the age findings, this is unlikely 
due to the consistency of the effects across dimensions and samples. Rating biases 
would exist if the age differences in ratings were unrelated to differences in assessment 
center performance. Biases in the testing methods would exist if age differences in 
assessment center performance were found which were unrelated to differences in 
performance of higher level management jobs. If the age differences were due to rating 
biases, then rater training and/or the rating procedures need to be corrected to reflect 
assessment performance more accurately. If the age differences corresponded to 
differences in exercise performance, one must determine whether performance on these 
exercises accurately portrays managerial potential. That is, do older candidates have 
less management potential than younger candidates? 
Studies suggest that age is unrelated to job performance except in jobs involving 
heavy physical activity or fast reaction time (Offermann & Cowing, 1990). The age 
effect may have been the result of a confound. If employees with greater management 
potential are typically screened out and promoted early in their careers, the younger 
candidates may have consisted of a more select group with greater management 
potential than the older candidates. A strong positive correlation was found between 
age and years of service in candidates employed by the company. 
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Previous research has provided some evidence of age differences in test 
performance. Cross-sectional studies have found negative relationships between 
measures of general mental ability and age (Cronbach, 1990). Differences in cohort 
experiences might explain the age findings as older candidates generally had a lower 
level of education than younger candidates. Research also suggests that performance 
on fluid ability tasks ~ defined as "the adaptive process of apprehending an unfamiliar 
configuration and rearranging it to satisfy some requirement (or extending it)" 
(Cronbach, p. 296) ~ decreases with age. Differences in fluid ability might explain the 
age findings. If this is the case, then the next question is: Does fluid ability relate to 
management performance? 
A second question concerns the impact of the age effect on the promotions 
received by older candidates. Regression analyses suggested that age did not have a 
significant effect on the overall assessment ratings. Higher levels of management, 
however, to aid them in their promotion decisions, are provided with summary reports 
which include information regarding areas of strength and weakness as well as overall 
candidate evaluations. These summary reports might reflect the age effects. Thus one 
must consider such questions as: Do older candidates receive fewer promotions than do 
younger candidates? If so, are these decisions valid or are they due to factors unrelated 
to their management ability? 
Although the correlations between age and assessor ratings were found to be 
significant, the correlation coefficients were not high. The highest correlation between 
a dimension rating and age was -.40 and the lowest was -.'15, with the median being 
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-.31. On average, age accounted for approximately 10% of the variability in dimension 
ratings. This 10% could, however, have a significant impact on the dimension profiles 
of older versus younger candidates. 
The relationship of age to promotability becomes very important when 
considering the expected aging of the future workforce (Offennann & Cowing, 1990). 
If the assessment center process shows a bias against older candidates, the effects will 
become more extreme as the work force ages. It is important, therefore, to determine 
whether age affects promotion decisions and, if it does, whether the age differences are 
traly based on job performance differences. If age differences in promotions were 
unrelated to job performance differences, a modification of the assessment process 
would be required. 
A third question concerns the effect that the discrepancies in ratings have on the 
candidates. Do older employees feel and behave more negatively toward their careers 
and/or the company after assessment than do younger employees? Does this 
discrepancy affect subsequent career exploration, as suggested by the research of 
Meyer (1980) and Noe and Steffy (1987)? If so, how can the feedback process be 
improved to minimize these effects? If assessment centers are to be used effectively for 
career development, these questions need to be addressed. Based on this study, it is 
suggested that users of assessment centers investigate the reasons for and the effects of 
the age differences in assessor ratings. 
Education 
Education variables included the level of education attained, the major area of 
study, and the number of years since the degree was obtained. In both the advanced 
and the middle management programs, assessor ratings were significantiy related to 
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education level whereas self-ratings were not. This lead to significant discrepancies 
between self and assessor ratings. Assessor ratings increased and discrepancies 
between self and assessor ratings decreased as education level increased. These 
relationships were strongest for dimensions of Making and Defending Decisions in 
both the advanced and middle management programs. This finding was not surprising, 
as one would expect that higher levels of education would relate to management 
potential. 
Education major had no effect on assessment ratings of the middle management 
program and a limited effect on the ratings of the advanced management program. 
Business majors did not have an advantage over science or social majors, except in the 
dimensions of Fact Finding and Interpreting Information in the advanced management 
program. These significant relationships might have been due to chance or, because of 
their training, business majors may have been more attuned to facts that are relevant to 
the decision-making process. If this is the case, it should be possible to train 
nonbusiness majors on the use of relevant information. 
Years since degree showed negative relationships with assessor ratings and 
almost no relationships with self-ratings. Thus, the more recentiy a degree was 
obtained, the higher the assessor ratings. These relationships were stronger in the 
advanced management program than the middle management program. How recently a 
candidate had experienced testing procedures may have affected their performance in 
the assessment center. Years since degree was positively related to age, however, 
suggesting that age rather than amount of time since degree may have contributed to 
these relationships. If familiarity with testing procedures was the cause of the finding, 
candidates should be familiarized with testing procedures before coming into the 
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assessment process, to prevent this factor from influencing the validity of the 
assessment results. 
In summary, the results suggest that higher levels of education in any major 
area of study contributed to management promotability. Major did not have a strong 
impact on assessment ratings. 
Cognitive Abilities 
In the advanced management program, positive relationships were found 
between cognitive ability measures (verbal and mathematical) and assessor ratings. 
Cognitive abilities were negatively related to discrepancies between self and assessor 
ratings. Cognitive ability measures were not available from the middle management 
program. These results are not surprising as one would expect that cognitive ability, 
similarly to education level, would relate to management potential. 
Cognitive abilities were not strongly related to self-ratings, indicating that 
candidates with higher cognitive ability did not perceive their performance any 
differently than did candidates with lower ability. If assessor ratings are considered the 
criteria for accuracy, this contradicts past research which indicates that intelligence is 
related to self-rating accuracy (Mabe and West, 1982). 
Sss 
Sex was not found to have a strong effect on assessment ratings. Males did 
tend to receive higher assessor ratings than females on dimensions of Self-Confidence 
in the advanced management program, and females received higher assessor ratings 
than males in Written Communication in the middle management program. Some 
differences were also found between males' and females' self-ratings on several other 
dimensions. Specifically, males in the advanced management program tended to rate 
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themselves higher on some aspects of Making and Defending Decisions than did 
females, and females in the middle management program tended to rate themselves 
higher in Communication than did males. The results may have been due to chance 
since few significant relationships and no consistent differences across dimensions or 
programs were found between males and females. 
Race 
Although the results of this study showed no differences between minorities 
and nonminorities in assessment center performance, this relationship needs further 
exploration, as the samples of minorities in the assessment programs of this study were 
very small. Under the current selection process few minorities reach advanced 
management levels. The assessment process will have to adapt to changes in the 
workforce, as the future work force is expected to consist of a much larger proportion 
of minorities than the current work force (Offermann & Cowing, 1990). 
Work Experience 
Work experience variables included years of service with the company, 
previous employment with, the company, number of subordinates, and line or staff 
experience. Years of service was significantiy negatively related to assessor ratings and 
positively related to discrepancies between self and assessor ratings in the middle 
management assessment program. These relationships, although present, were very 
weak in the advanced management program. The findings suggest that assessors 
viewed more tenured candidates as less promotable than candidates with less tenure, 
particularly for middle management positions. This relationship may be related to 
performance, as those employees of the more tenured cohort which had high potential 
may have been recommended for assessment and promoted earlier in their careers. 
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Experience with the company did not seem to provide an advantage in the assessment 
process. 
Additionally, candidates in the advanced management program which were 
currently or had been previously employed by the company did not have any advantage 
over candidates with no company experience. On the contrary, on those variables that 
were affected by company employment, those candidates who had never been 
employed by the company had higher assessor ratings. These candidates may have 
undergone a more stringent screening process to arrive at the assessment center than 
current company employees, and thus on average, be a more select group with greater 
management potential. 
Candidates who had never been employed by the company also tended to 
provide higher self-ratings. This may reflect their greater abilities or may have been 
due to the fact that they were less familiar with company performance expectations. 
These findings support the notion that experience with the company does not provide 
an advantage in the assessment center process. Number of subordinates or line/staff 
experience were not related to assessment center ratings in either program. 
Summary 
In summary, the demographic variables of age and years of company 
experience were negatively related to assessor ratings whereas cognitive abilities and 
education level were positively related to assessor ratings. These findings were similar 
in both the advanced and the middle management programs. Quality of work 
experience was not investigated. Individuals with job responsibilities more similar to 
the skills and abilities evaluated by assessment centers might perform better in the 
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assessment process than other candidates. The relationship of assessment center 
performance to previous job responsibilities should therefore be investigated. 
Self-ratings in both the advanced and the middle management programs were 
minimally related to age, years of company experience, education level, and cognitive 
abilities. Moderators of discrepancies between self and assessor ratings included age 
and education level. In addition, sex and experience with the company had effects on 
several self-ratings. It is suggested that, in the future, personality variables be 
measured as possible moderators of self-rating accuracy. 
Relation of Dimension Ratings and Background to Overall Assessment Ratings 
The final questions addressed in this study related to the relationships of 
background variables, self and assessor ratings to the overall assessment ratings. The 
regression analyses indicated that background variables were not strongly related to the 
overall assessment ratings. This was not unexpected as background variables were not 
directiy considered when establishing overall assessment ratings and were not 
supposed to affect any dimension ratings, except for some dimensions of work 
motivation (e.g. Need for Advancement) and development potential (e.g.. Development 
Orientation, Scholastic Aptitude). Background information available to assessors 
included educational and work history as well as cognitive ability scores. Age had the 
strongest relationship to the OARs of both the advanced and the middle management 
programs. 
When combined with assessor ratings, self-ratings and background variables 
had no incremental effect on the overall assessment ratings. When combined with self-
ratings, background variables did explain significant amounts of the variance in the 
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OARs. This result was due to the fact that self-ratings were not strongly related to the 
OARs, another indicator of the differences between self and assessor ratings. 
Although assessor ratings showed a strong relationship to the OARs whereas 
self-ratings and background variables did not, the relationships of these variables to 
external criteria remain unclear. Because the purpose of assessment centers is to predict 
management performance, assessor ratings, self-ratings and background variables 
should be compared to measures of management performance. Past research has found 
that overall assessment ratings are not strongly related to job performance criteria, and 
that traditional variables such as tenure or education may be just as predictive of 
management performance as OARs (Tumage & Muchinsky, 1984). These findings 
suggest that background variables and self-ratings, while not predictive of the overall 
assessment ratings, may be useful in predicting external criteria. 
Assessor ratings were strongly related to the OARs, but approximately half of 
the assessor ratings explained most of the variability of the OARs. Specifically, in the 
advanced management program 10 of 22 dimensions explained 86% of the variance in 
OARs, and in the middle management program, 11 of 18 dimensions explained 88% of 
the variance in the OARs. This implies that a large number of assessment dimensions 
need not be used. Past research suggests that using a smaller number of dimensions 
places less cognitive demands on the assessors, leading to more accurate classification 
of behaviors, thereby resulting in greater construct validity of the dimension ratings 
(Gaugler & Thornton, 1989; Sackett & Hakel, 1979; Tumage & Muchinsky, 1982). 
Because the findings indicated that many dimensions did not contribute additional 
information to the assessment process, it is suggested that, in order to increase the 
efficiency of the assessment process, the number of assessment dimensions be 
125 
reduced. The dimensions to be retained would be identified through careful analyses of 
the intercorrelations of dimensions and the relationships of dimensions to overall 
assessment ratings as well as external criteria. 
Conclusions 
The investigation revealed that assessor and self-ratings of assessment center 
performance were different despite the existence of measurement conditions that should 
produce similarity between ratings (e.g., ratings based on performance, specified 
dimensions, expectation of validation). Assessor and self-ratings had significantly 
different means, with self-ratings being more lenient than assessor ratings. In addition, 
low correlations were found between assessor and self-ratings, and self-ratings showed 
less halo than assessor ratings. 
Moderators of similarity between assessor and self-ratings included age and 
education level. Assessor ratings decreased with age and increased with education 
level, but self-ratings showed limited relationships with these variables. Thus, as age 
increased and education level decreased, the discrepancy between self and assessor 
ratings increased. In addition, assessor ratings were significantly positively related to 
cognitive ability measures and were negatively related to company experience. 
Several possible explanations for the differences found between assessor and 
self-ratings exist. These include the use of different knowledge bases, differences in 
subjective rating scales, or differences in motivation to conduct the ratings. In order to 
further understand the self-assessment process, these explanations need to be explored. 
The effects of the discrepancies between self and assessor ratings should also 
be investigated. How do the discrepancies affect the use of assessment centers for 
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career development? Do greater discrepancies lead to more negative feelings and less 
career exploration in employees? What type of feedback is most effective when there 
are large discrepancies between self and assessor ratings? 
A moderator of discrepancies between self and assessor ratings was age. The 
reasons for the negative relationships between age and assessor ratings should be 
investigated. Several possibilities exist, including rater bias, testing method bias, age 
differences in managerial ability, or greater selectivity of the younger candidates. If 
ratings or testing methods are biased against older candidates, then new procedures 
need to be developed. If the age differences were associated with differences in 
managerial ability, then the reasons for these differences should be explored. 
The overall assessment ratings were highly related to assessor ratings but 
showed limited relationships to self-ratings or background variables. The relationships 
of these variables to external measures of job performance, however, were not studied. 
In order to determine their validity, self-ratings should be compared to external criteria. 
Finally, the regression analyses indicated that approximately half of the 
dimensions from each assessment program accounted for most of the variance in their 
OARs. To increase the efficiency of the assessment centers, the number of managerial 
dimensions should be reduced. 
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APPENDIX A. 
ADVANCED MANAGEMENT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 
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AMPA CHARACTERISTICS 
Communication Skills - Effective managers must convey their ideas to others 
persuasively. During assessment, participants will make two formal presentations, one 
to a small group of peers and the other to an individual. They will answer questions 
and challenges about their formal proposals and defend their position in informal 
discussions. 
Interpersonal Skills - Effective managers need to gain and maintain the attention of 
others and to recognize and respond to environmental cues. They adjust or adapt their 
approach to people or to issues to more effectively pursue individual or group 
objectives. While not ignoring the opinions of others, an effective manager takes 
independent action when appropriate. Participants will take part in two group exercises 
and several individual exercises where interpersonal skills may be observed. 
Leadership Skills - Effective managers need to influence the actions of others by 
initiating and directing activities or by facilitating group participation. Behaviors 
ranging from assigning individual tasks or responsibilities to resolving interpersonal 
conflicts are observed in both group and individual exercises. 
Coping with Change - Effective managers perform well under a variety of 
conditions. Often managers must cope with changing priorities, unanticipated 
problems, and other difficult circumstances. Successfully handling change involves 
some risk taking, creativity, and flexibility on the part of managers. Most of the 
exercises involve changing or ambiguous circumstances, and unanticipated problems 
and provide an opportunity for demonstrating coping behaviors. 
Management Problem Solving - Effective managers must recognize key problem 
elements and produce appropriate solutions. Gathering and interpreting information, 
organizing and planning their own work and the work of others, and pursuing a logical 
and timely course of action are all components of effective management. These skills 
may be observed in two individual analytic exercises as well as in the group exercises. 
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Work Motivation - Effective managers are conscientious and concerned about doing 
more on the job than simply "getting by." They must be able to sustain a high level of 
work activity. Performance in all of the exercises provides information as to the 
participants' motivation. 
Development Potential - Effective managers have accurate perceptions of their own 
strengths and areas needing improvement They are concerned with the future and they 
regularly pursue activities that will further develop their skills. The career and personal 
inventories and the personal interviews provide information on past, current and future 
plans for developmental activities. 
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AMPA DIMENSIONS 
Communication Skills 
1. Oral Presentation: The extent to which a candidate's formal oral reports are 
effective. 
2. Oral Defense: The extent to which a candidate responds effectively to questions and 
challenges. 
Interpersonal Skills 
3. Impact: The extent to which a candidate makes an impression on others. 
4. Autonomy: The extent to which a candidate takes independent action when 
necessary, even when faced with opposition from others. 
5. Awareness of Social Environment: The extent to which a candidate perceives subtle 
cues in the behavior of others toward him/her. 
6. Negotiation: The extent to which a candidate is effective in obtaining cooperation 
from others over whom (s)he has no formal authority. 
7. Leadership: The extent to which a candidate is effective in getting people to perform 
a task. 
Coping with Change 
8. Behavior Flexibilitv: The extent to which a candidate, when motivated, modifies 
his/her behavior to reach a goal. 
9. Risk Taking: The extent to which a candidate takes chances when the consequences 
are difficult to measure or predict. 
10. Coping with Situational Stress: The extent to which a candidate's performance 
remains stable in the face of heavy work loads or having to perform in the presence 
of others. 
11. Tolerance of Uncertaintv: The extent to which a candidate's performance remains 
stable in the face of uncertain or unstructured work environment. 
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Management Problem Solving 
12. Decision Making: The extent to which a candidate effectively develops and 
evaluates alternative solutions to problems and pursues a logical position. 
13. Decisiveness: The extent to which a candidate takes action, when necessary, to 
bring a problem closer to closure. 
14. Fact Finding: The extent to which a candidate is effective in obtaining information 
from written sources and by questioning others. 
15. Interpreting Information: The extent to which a candidate effectively analyzes and 
uses information when dealing with a complex situation. 
16. Organizing: The extent to which a candidate systematically arranges his/her own 
work and resources as well as those of others for the most efficient accomplishment 
of a task. 
17. Planning: The extent to which a candidate anticipates and prepares effectively for 
the future. 
Work Motivation 
18. Energy: The extent to which a candidate maintains a continuously high level of 
work activity. 
19. Inner Work Standards: The extent to which a candidate strives to do his/her best, 
even if (s)he could get by with doing less. 
20. Need for Advancement: The extent to which a candidate places importance on early 
or rapid promotions. 
Development Potential 
21. Development Orientation: The extent to which a candidate actively pursues 
developmental activities in order to achieve expertise in endeavors important to 
him/her. 
22. Self Obiectivitv: The extent to which a candidate realizes his/her strengths and 
weaknesses. 
23. Scholastic Aptinjde: The extent to which a candidate leams new things readily. 
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TECHNIQUES - EXERCISES 
The techniques used in AMPA are: 
In-Basket I Exercise 
Finding Exercise 
In-Basket II Exercise 
Investment Exercise 
Livingston Exercise 
Personal Interview 
Paper and Pencil Instruments 
Development Seminar 
Tn-Basket - (Part I ) - Participants assume the role of a newly hired Assistant Vice 
President of Operations for Midland Belt Raikoad. Considerable data is presented on 
the organization, the industry and industry trends. Challenges include proper utilization 
of equipment and manpower and formation of future goals and directions. Relations 
with superiors, subordinates, peers and other departments must be handled. Two and 
one-half hours are allowed for the completion of the in-basket. A one-hour interview 
during which participants discuss their handling of the items follows the completions of 
the in-basket. This exercise provides information on the problem solving skills. 
Fact Finding - Participants continue in the role of Assistant Vice President of 
Operations for Midland Belt Railroad. A rail accident occurred and participants must 
acquire as much information as possible by questioning another individual. A resource 
person who is in possession of relevant facts is available for questioning. The exercise 
provides information on oral fact-finding skills. 
In-Basket II - Participants assume the role of General Manager of a newly formed 
organization— Containerized Freight Services. Participants must analyze considerable 
data and develop proposals on the structure and goals of the new organization. 
Proposals are presented to the Executive Vice President of the American Transportation 
Corporation (ATC), the participant's boss, as played by a staff assessor. The 
presentation is followed by a question and answer period and a break-role interview. 
The participant is given 2-1/2 hours to analyze the data and to prepare their oral 
presentation. The presentation and interview phase lasts 1 hour. This exercise is 
designed to measure communication and problem solving skills. 
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Investment Exercise - Participants assume the role of a member of a six person 
Board of Directors for a small investment company of the mutual fund type. The Board 
is given $10,000 and must work together to maximize profits through the purchase and 
sale of stock. This exercise is designed to measure interpersonal skills. 
Livingston Citv Council - Each participant assumes the role of a city council 
member, competing with five other council members for a significant portion of 
available Federal Funds. Participants must analyze information on their own districts' 
needs and make oral presentations to the group on proposed expenditures. A question 
and answer period follows. The participants then have a one hour group discussion 
during which they must decide how the money should be invested to best benefit the 
city. This exercise measures interpersonal and communication skills. 
Personal Interview (PI) - This one hour interview is conducted by a staff 
psychologist. It combines test results, background information and future personal and 
career expectations to develop a personal profile. The personal profile is a narrative 
report which provides input for the Coping with Change and Development Orientation 
categories. 
Paper and Pencil Instruments 
Projective Tests: A combination of objective and projective tests are 
administered in AMPA. These are interpreted by the same staff psychologist who 
will provide feedback to the participant. The information derived from these tests is 
combined with information from the personal inventory and interview to form a 
participant personal profile. The profile is then used in evaluation coping with 
change and development orientation and in preparation for feedback. 
BSOT: This test measures verbal and quantitative areas. In addition to 
knowledge, the test provides information on reasoning abilities in both the verbal 
and the quantitative area. 
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Career Development Instruments: A series of Paper and Pencil exercises to 
assist in career planning and goal setting. Sections from these instruments will be 
used as a part of the participant evaluation, and in the Development Seminar. 
Development Seminar - This session is a debriefing of the three and one-half day 
assessment process during which exercises and dimensions measured are discussed in 
detail. Participants receive information which helps to prepare them for feedback and 
career planning. This session represents a final opportunity to address any remaining 
questions or concerns that participants may have. 
Characteristics Livingston Investment Financial 
Comininication Skil l s 
-"Tirai Presentation @ 
- Oral Defense W X 
Interpersonal Skil ls 
Impact ® ® 
- Awareness of Social 
Environment CÔ ® 
- Autonomy ® X 
- negotiation W X 
- Leadership ® ® 
HanaqemenL Problem Solving 
- fact Finding X 
- Interpreting Information X X 
-  Organizing 
- Planning 
- Decision Making X 
- Decisiveness X 
Coping With Change 
behavior Flexibil i ty ® ® 
- Risk Taking X ® 
- Coping Ulth Situational 
Stress X X X 
- Tolerance of Uncertainty ® ® 
Work Motivation 
- Energy XXX 
- Inner Work Standards X X 
- Heed for Advancement 
Development Potential 
- Scholastic Aptitude 
- Self Objectivity X X 
-  Development Orientation 
" ®" Refers to Primary Heans of Measurement 
( 
ASSESSMENT TECHNIQUES 
.! TEST OTHER QUESTIONNAIRES OTHER REPORTS 
Fact Personal Self-
In-Dasket-I In-Basket-II Finding PersonalIty BSQT-V Inventory Assessment Projectlves Interview 
® 
XX 
X X 
X X 
X 
? • E 
X 
X X X 
X X X 
X •• X X X 
® X X 
X  X X X  
X X X X X 
X OD (J) 
® 
® X X 
® X (p 
"X" Refers to Sources of Additional Input 
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AMPA EVALUATION SEQUENCE 
1- Read Performance Reports. 
- Livingston (distribute copies of Participant Questionnaire summary). 
- Investment (distribute copies of Participant Questionnaire summary). 
- Financial Analysis. 
- Fact Finding. 
- In Basket, Part I. 
- In Basket, Part II. 
2- Rate Communication, Interpersonal, and Management Problem Solving Dimensions. 
- Independent ratings by each team member. 
- Discussion of differences as necessary to reach consensus. 
3- Read Psychological Reports. 
- Personal Interview. 
- Projective Tests. 
4- Provide Summary of Written Test Results. 
5- Rate Coping with Change, Work Motivation, and Development Potential 
Dimensions. 
- Independent ratings by each team member. 
- Discussion of differences as necessary to reach consensus. 
6- Provide Copy of Self-Assessment Questionnaire Responses. 
7- Rate Self-Objectivity. 
8- Rate Potential - Overall Assessment Rating. 
- Independent ratings by each team member. 
- Discussion of differences as necessary to reach consensus. 
9- Director Summary Tape. 
- Dictated overview. 
- Highlights. 
10- Development Discussion. 
- Information to highlight in feedback. 
- Read Career Interview Report 
- Recommended developmental assignments. 
- Other development recommendations. 
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APPENDIX B. 
MIDDLE MANAGEMENT ASSESSMENT PROGRAM 
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TECHNIQUES - EXERCISES 
The techniques used in this program are: 
In-Basket Exercise 
Planning Document 
Community Relations Exercise 
Subordinate Meeting 
Company Relocation Exercise 
Ramparts International Exercise 
Paper and Pencil Tests 
In-Basket Exercise 
The In-Basket is specially designed to evaluate the participant's skills in resolving 
problems of a varied nature. Each participant is given a series of items with varying 
degrees of difficulty. The participant is asked to play the role of a manager who has 
been newly appointed to a job at Vector Security Systems. Most items require 
immediate attention, but some cannot be completely resolved during the working of the 
problem. Each individual has two hours to process the items. After working on the 
In-Basket, participants will be asked to identify and describe in writing the major issues 
facing the company. 
Later, participants are interviewed by an assessor to review their interpretation of the 
In-Basket. The In-Basket items and the assessor's interview report provide insights 
into the participants' Work Motivation, Problem Analysis, and Decision Making skills. 
Planning Document 
This exercise follows the In-Basket preparation. Based on the overall view of Vector 
Security Systems, gained from the In-Basket, the candidate must identify the major 
problems facing the company, develop a plan to alleviate these problems, and detail the 
long range implications of this plan. The candidate's written report is evidence of 
problem-solving skills, primarily Analysis and Planning. 
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Community Relations Exercise 
This is a group exercise. Six participants are brought together and told they are part of 
a presidential task force that is to make a recommendation for corporate involvement in 
a community project Each participant is given a packet of information containing a 
staff study on a particular type of community problem. Each is given 45 minutes to 
study the material, prepare a presentation, and get ready to participate in a discussion. 
After the individual study period, participants are allowed up to ten minutes to present 
their subject to the group, and they then have five minutes to answer questions. After 
all have spoken, a 60-minute discussion ensues. The goal of the group is to select 
which project(s) is(are) most appropriate for corporate support. The participants are 
not given specific dollar limits and have considerable leeway in arriving at their group 
decision. The first portion of the Community Relations exercise provides evidence of 
Oral Presentation, Oral Defense and Fact Finding, while the group discussion provides 
insight into the candidate's Oral Communications and Interpersonal Influencing Skills. 
Subordinate Meeting 
The interpersonal skills required to manage a subordinate are different from those used 
with peers or higher level mangers. This simulation establishes a meeting with a 
subordinate (role-played by the assessor) who is of value to the organization, who is 
concerned about the company's problems, who is dissatisfied with his/her role in the 
organization, and who rather forcefully expresses these concerns and resulting 
frustrations. 
At the start of this meeting, the participant has minimal information about this 
subordinate. In addition to Oral Communications, this interaction will provide insight 
into a participant's Interpersonal Skills in dealing with a subordinate in a 
multidimensional, changing climate. 
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Company Relocation Exercise 
This is a complex problem solving exercise which stresses the ability of a participant to 
obtain and use information, to make a sound decision, to discuss that decision with the 
boss, to defend it, and to plan for its implementation. 
There are over 80 pages of information for the participant to use, not all of which is 
relevant. The exercise requires computational ability, the ability to distinguish relevant 
from irrelevant data, and the ability to organize and plan work effectively. 
Specifically, the participant is placed in charge of a major corporate relocation. The 
participant must read and evaluate large quantities of written information, devise an 
implementation plan, and sell the decision and plan to the boss. 
This exercise takes three hours to complete. The participant has two hours and fifteen 
minutes to analyze a file of written information. The participants must sell their plan to 
the boss during a 40-minute meeting by giving a presentation, and then defend the 
proposal to challenges posed by the boss (an assessor). This exercise provides insight 
into the participant's Work Motivation, Problem Analysis, Decision Making Skills and 
Oral Presentation and Defense skills. 
Ramparts International Exercise 
This group exercise consists of a six member interdepartmental task force of 
experienced mangers from The Ramparts Group. The task force meets on a regular 
basis to discuss major issues or problems within the corporation and provide 
recommended action plans. 
The group's task at this meeting is to resolve two separate management problems. 
Each group member is given a copy of the same information which describes the 
situation. Based on the information die group receives, they must work together and 
share ideas in order to develop a course of action and the possible consequences if their 
recommendations are implemented. 
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This 60-minute group discussion affords participants the opportunity to work with 
others on a problem whose solution requires a cooperative effort. Participants' 
behavior provides insight into their Oral Communications and Interpersonal 
Effectiveness Skills. 
Paner and Pencil Tests 
Over the two days, the participants complete a variety of paper and pencil tests. Among 
the characteristics measured are: verbal, quantitative and reasoning skills; knowledge 
of basic English proficiency and sensitivity to language; and self objectivity. 
PRIMARY DIMENSION SOURCES 
Dimensions in Basket Document 
Exercises 
Comrnmilty Subonlitnle Company Hampaits P&P 
Rckitions Meeting HelocaUon Inleinallonal Inslmtnente 
ComiiHinicalkvi Skills 
0(î>l riPRntilaliun 
• • 
Oinl Dninnso 1 • • 
Oial ConiiiKiiiicnliun • • • 
Wiillcn OMiiiniinirnlion • 
IntctpcfSOfv»! bilhiciKing Sklls 
liiipnci • • 
Onlvivk)! ricxibilily 
• • • 
Aulonoiny 
• • • 
InlliiciicliigfUiinclliig • • • 
Gtoiip Facililali(Ki • • 
ProWmii SoMng Skills 
Tncl rinding • • • . • 
Annlysis 
• • • 
?» 
Oignnijing • • 
PI,inning • • • 
Pcclsioii Mnking • • 
rVcisivc!i»QSS • • 
Dcvrlojunotil Polcnilnl 
Wrxk Molivnlion • • • • • 
Oitinal Thinking 
• 
Sell Ohj'TClivily • • • 
• GUM^» IJir^.iinîîiot» 
PiîtitxJ Only 
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APPENDIX C. 
BACKGROUND VARIABLE DESCRIPTION 
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BACKGROUND VARIABLES 
Age: Age at time of assessment. 
Sex: Male or female. 
Race: White or nonwhite (Black, Hispanic, Asian) 
Education Level: 
AMPA: Highest degree obtained. 
12 = H.S. 
14-15=BA/BS 
17 = MA/MS 
18 = Ph.D. 
MMAP: Number of years of formal education. 
Education M^jor: Three categories by type of major: Social, Business and Science. 
AMPA: 
Social: Architecture, Communication, Education, English, 
Government, History, Law, Music, Psychology, Religion, 
Social Work. 
Business: Accounting, Business Administration., Economics, Finance, 
Industrial Relations, Marketing, Real Estate. 
Science: Chemistry, Civil Eng., Electrical Eng., Energy Eng., 
Industrial Eng., Mathematics, Mechanical Eng., Physics. 
MMAP 
Social: Education, English, French, General Education, 
History,Joumalism, Music, Political Science, Psychology, 
Social Work. 
Business: Accounting, Business Administration, Economics, 
Marketing,Public Administration, Public Relations. 
Science: Civil Eng., Electrical Eng., Electrician, General Eng., 
Mathematics, Mechanics, Systems Analyst, Industrial Eng. 
Years since Degree: At time of assessment, number of years since obtained last degree. 
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Work Experience 
Company Employment: Employment with the company at which assessment was 
conducted (not applicable for MMAP): 
Neyer: never employed by the company. 
Previously: previously employed by the company but not at time of 
assessment 
Currently: employed by the company at time of assessment. 
Years of Service: If currently employed by the company, number of years of service. 
Line/Staff: Line or staff employee at time of assessment. 
Number of Subordinates: Square root of number of employees which work under the 
candidate. 
Cognitive Abilities (not available for MMAP) 
Verbal Ability: Paper and pencil verbal test with a maximum score of 50. 
Mathematical Ability: Paper and pencil math test with a maximum score of 50. 
Total: Verbal plus mathematical ability. 
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Table C-1 
Means and Standard Deviations of Continuous Background Variables 
AMPA MMAP 
Background Mean SD. H Mean SE H 
Age 40.4 5.17 170 38.7 5.28 147 
Education Level 16.0 1.28 175 15.7 2.03 156 
Years since Degree 15.2 6.65 114 12.0 5.27 120 
Years of Service 16.6 6.05 85 14.7 7.03 156 
Number of Subord. 7.5 6.37 103 3.2 2.85 156 
Verbal Ability 39.4 5.60 179 - - -
Math Ability 37.4 7.12 178 - - -
Total Ability 76.7 11.25 179 - - -
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APPENDIX D. 
INTERCORRELATIONS OF AMPA RATINGS 
Table D-1 
Correlations of Assessor Ratines with Self-Ratinps CAMPA) 
Self 
Assessor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
1-Oral Present M .12 .16 -.11 .05 .04 -.00 .13 21 11 21 Jâ 11 -.02 .14 Al .11 -.06 -21 -.07 
2-Oral Defense AS. .09 .10 -.08 .05 .06 .05 .03 .12 J9 20 .03 .13 -.11 .06 .06 -.02 -.08 -.17 -.07 
3-Impact Jâ 21 .12. .18 -.15 M. .14 J1 21 IS. .14 .11 .03 .06 .01 .12 .09 .10 .11 -.08 -.11 
4-Autonomy M x32 .16 -.09 .10 21 J2 2è. 20 22 .14 11 .02 .12 -.15 .15 .06 .16 -.01 z2â -.18 
5-Aw. Soc. Env. .09 .11 .05 .04 -.02 -.01 -.04 -.00 -.03 .10 -.01 .02 .00 -.06 -.03 -.09 .01 -.02 .08 .16 -.15 -.14 
6-Negotiation M .18 -.02 .15 .06 .12 .06 Jl .04 .14 -.04 .02 -.02 .05 .07 .05 .07 -.14 -.17 
7-Leadership M M JO .10 -.13 M. .11 .12 20. 2A .11 .14 .11 -.00 .09 .01 .11 .05 .09 .06 -.14 -.06 
8-Beh. Flex. J1 J2 .05 -.10 .11 .14 .09 .06 .12 .00 .06 .11 -.07 .01 .08 .02 .00 .02 .02 z21 -.09 
9-Risk Taking M 21 21 .15 -.01 .13 M. .13 11 24 10 .11 21 .07 M .11 .12 .00 -.18 -.05 
10-Cop. SiL Str. JZ J9 24 29 .03 21 J2 .11 JUL 29 M M. .10 .13 -.08 .12 .05 .06 .11 -.13 -.09 
ll-Toler.Uncert M 25. JS M -.06 21 29 .09 âè. 21 21 .12 22 .03 .06 J1 .04 -.11 -.19 -.08 
12-Dec. Making J1 J1 .07 .14 -.12 .04 .14 .04 .09 21 11 .09 .09 22 -.09 .09 .07 .04 z2â .06 
13-Decisiveness J9 20. .08 -.10 .12 .08 11 21 22 20 ai J2 2è. -.04 .13 .09 .12 -.21 z21 -.00 
14-Fact Finding .09 .03 .01 .06 =21 -.06 .08 -.03 -.00 .11 .09 .11 .03 .05 .14 -.09 -.02 -.01 .13 -.10 z21 .10 
15-Interp. Info. .14 M .06 .15 zâè. .05 IS. .05 .07 20 .13 .13 .10 ai -.01 .07 .08 .01 -.20 z21 .07 
16-Organ/Plan. .08 .20 -.12 .17 -.07 -.01 -.00 .05 -.03 .06 .02 .14 -.09 -.02 .11 -.02 .10 -.10 .02 -.12 -.19 -.00 
17-Eneigy M 21 .14 -.05 Ji 22 .08 M 24 2à M J9 lè. lâ. .06 J2. 21 24 .11 -.06 .03 
18-In. Work Stan. M .15 21 .11 -.11 .10 .12 .06 .08 M 22 .08 .09 .06 .14 -.14 20 .08 24 -.02 -.13 -.00 
19-Need Adv. M M .09 .16 -.04 .07 M .06 11 21 23. .13 J9 .15 IS. .14 J1 21 .19 -.14 .14 
20-Devel. Orient .10 .07 .09 .15 -.02 .03 .10 -.01 .07 .10 lè. .03 .04 .06 12. z2â: .08 Al 24 -_24 .09 
21-Self Object .02 zH .01 -.09 -JM. -.09 -.02 -.07 -.05 -.01 -.10 -.05 -.02 lié. -.10 -.18 -.08 -.01 -.13 -.21 -AS -.19 
22-Schol. Aptit .14 .12 .03 .05 .01 J9 .11 .12 -.01 .05 -.03 21 .10 AS. 21 .05 -.01 .10 .00 -.07 -.20 
Note. Sample sizes vary from 71 to 179. 
Correlation coefficients that are significant at q < .05 have been underlined. 
Table D-2 
Intercorrclations of Assessor Ratings and Self-Ratines (AMPA't 
Self/Self 
Dimension 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 
Assessor/Assessor 
1-Oral Present .46 .52 m. .36 .31 .29 .37 .54 .46 .31 27 .33 .35 J9 .42 .32 .31 Jû .25 22 
2-Oral Defense .64 .36 .24 J2 .33 .33 28 .34 .44 .41 .36 21 .36 .35 .29 .35 .27 .34 J4 M J4 
3-Impact .37 .40 m .22 .50 .47 .43 23 .38 .29 .26 29 .15 J2 M .39 .23 .37 M M 22 
4-Autonomy .38 .40 .68 J4 M 26 J1 M Jû .25 m 21 m M J1 JÎS M. M 2Û J1 M 
5-Aw. Soc. Env. .38 .46 .34 .17 .23 .21 .38 M Jfl .17 .16 .19 Ji sn. J2 .18 .19 M M 20. zm 
6-Negotiation .38 .51 .51 .26 .74 .58 .45 23 .37 .30 .32 .34 .26 25 .30 .36 .31 J2 M M 29 
7-Leadership .52 .57 .74 .54 .61 .70 .45 .27 .40 .35 .46 .43 .24 .29 .37 .36 .36 Jû J2 .35 
8-Beh. Flex. .42 .52 .53 .33 .67 .76 .66 .29 .35 .31 .37 .33 .22 .21 .32 .40 .28 .42 .41 2Ù Jl 
9-Risk Taking .44 .50 .44 .48 .42 .47 .54 .52 .39 .44 .34 .44 .27 .30 .26 .26 .27 .18 M 
10-Cop. Sit. Str. .44 .59 .38 .39 .42 .49 .50 .48 .47 .70 .37 .32 .36 .38 .33 .53 .31 .33 M .37 .37 
ll-Toler. Uncert .55 .68 .47 .55 .43 .49 .56 .54 .62 .70 .39 .38 .40 .45 .27 .53 .36 .25 M 21 Al 
12-Dec. Making .53 .68 .33 .40 .49 .46 .55 .47 .50 .51 .65 .45 .38 .48 .26 .41 .49 M .28 23 .27 
13-Decisiveness .48 .59 .34 .46 .34 .37 .49 .45 .51 .49 .64 .70 .25 .33 M .34 .38 zM M m 
14-Fact Finding .42 .57 .24 .29 .40 .35 .41 .40 .39 .42 .48 .64 .53 .67 .46 .27 .38 .28 J1 .37 
15-Interp. Info. .44 .61 .20 .30 .42 .38 .45 .40 .41 .44 .59 .80 .67 .72 .36 .27 .36 22 m Al .44 
16-Organ/Plan. .42 .65 21 .30 .36 .34 .47 .36 .31 .37 .57 .73 .72 .63 .76 J9 .35 m M J2 J4 
17-Eneigy .45 .51 .56 .58 .35 .43 .55 .48 .56 .48 .58 .46 .54 .46 .40 .40 .51 J4 m J2 2Sl 
18-In. Work Stan. .39 .48 .39 .43 .41 .33 .50 .38 .43 .45 .53 .53 .51 .46 .49 .41 .63 •JH J4 .36 .24 
19-Need Adv. .34 .38 .32 .33 .31 .28 .40 .32 .43 .36 .46 .39 .35 .43 .38 .39 .50 .44 .32 Aâ 
20-Devel. Orient .22 .35 .25 .32 .29 .23 .30 .26 .38 .33 .43 .38 .28 .33 .35 .25 .43 .49 .59 .42 Aâ 
21-Self Object .39 .46 .32 .31 .51 .49 .53 .47 .33 .41 .47 .53 .43 .43 .45 .33 .44 .48 .28 .32 Al 
22-Schol. AptiU J2 .26 JÛ m .20 .26 .20 .24 .23 .19 .25 .25 .18 .29 .31 J4 .11 Û1 J4 .23 .16 
Note. Sample sizes vary from 71 to 179. 
Correlation coefficients that are not significant at e < .05 have been underlined. 
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APPENDIX E. 
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN AMPA RATINGS AND 
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 
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Table E-1 
Correlations between AMPA Ratines and Age 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension £ N r H I M 
Oral Presentation .15 170 -.21** 170 -.05 170 
Oral Defense .19* 170 -.26** 170 -.04 170 
Impact .08 170 -.15 170 -.08 170 
Autonomy .03 71 -.17* 170 -.09 71 
Aware. Social Environ. .26** 170 -.35** 170 -.02 170 
Negotiation 28** 170 -.36** 170 -.04 170 
Leadership .23** 170 -.31** 170 -.06 170 
Behavior Flexibility 27** 169 -.35** 170 .01 169 
Risk Taking .28** 170 -.33** 170 .04 170 
Coping Situât Stress .25** 170 -.30** 170 .00 170 
Tolerance Uncertainty .37** 170 -.40** 170 .04 170 
Decision Making .20** 170 -.37** 170 -.13 170 
Decisiveness .20** 170 -23** 170 .02 170 
Fact Finding ,22** 170 -.31** 170 -.04 170 
Interpreting Info. .19* 170 -.37** 170 -.18* 170 
Organization/Planning .30* 71 -.28* 71 .15 71 
Energy .26** 170 -.33** 170 -.01 170 
Inner Work Standards .14 167 -.36** 167 -.13 170 
Need Advancement .14 69 -.25** 166 .07 70 
Development Orient. .27* 70 -39** 170 .04 70 
Self Objectivity .18 70 -.44** 170 .09 70 
Scholastic Aptitude .33** 69 -.23** 169 .06 70 
* H < .05. ** ji < .01. 
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Table E-2 
Correlations between AMPA Ratings and Education Level 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension £ H £ N £ M 
Oral Presentation -.02 175 .15 175 .14 175 
Oral Defense -.12 175 .21** 175 .08 175 
Dnpact -.14 175 .14 175 -.01 175 
Autonomy -.10 72 .14 175 .06 72 
Aware. Social Environ. -.22** 175 .17* 175 -.15* 175 
Negotiation -.13 175 .20** 175 .06 175 
Leadership -.13 175 .19* 175 .05 175 
Behavior Flexibility -.20** 174 .19* 175 -.08 174 
Risk Taking -.20** 175 .27** 175 .00 175 
Coping Situât. Stress -.13 175 .17* 175 .02 175 
Tolerance Uncertainty -.14 175 .23** 175 .07 175 
Decision Making -.10 175 .23** 175 .11 175 
Decisiveness -.08 175 .16* 175 .06 175 
Fact Finding -.18* 175 .26** 175 .03 175 
Interpreting Info. -.13 175 .25** 175 .11 175 
Organization/Planning -.27* 72 .27* 72 -.12 72 
Energy -.20** 175 .26** 175 .00 175 
Inner Work Standards -.03 166 .13 166 .05 175 
Need Advancement -.26* 70 .33** 165 -.02 71 
Development Orient. -.24* 71 .33** 175 .21 71 
Self Objectivity -.15 71 .12 175 -.18 71 
Scholastic Aptitude -.46** 70 .30** 174 .09 71 
* g, < .05. **!!<.01. 
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Table E-S 
Correlations between AMPA Ratings and Years Since Degree 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension £ H I N £ N 
Oral Presentation .06 114 -.11 114 -.05 114 
Oral Defense .09 114 -.19* 114 -.12 114 
Impact .03 114 -.11 114 -.08 114 
Autonomy -.32 18 -.23* 114 -.34 18 
Aware. Social Environ. .12 114 -.16 114 -.01 114 
Negotiation .12 114 -.14 114 .01 114 
Le^ership .07 114 -.15 114 -.08 114 
Behavior Flexibility .11 114 -.18 114 -.02 114 
Risk Taking .17 114 -.35** 114 -.08 114 
Coping Situât Stress .16 114 -.28** 114 -.08 114 
Tolerance Uncertainty .19* 114 -.38** 114 -.17 114 
Decision Making .12 114 -.27** 114 -.13 114 
Decisiveness .20* 114 -.21* ,114 -.02 114 
Fact Finding .14 114 -.31** 114 -.13 114 
Interpreting Info. .11 114 -.32** 114 -.23* 114 
Organization/Planning -.22 18 . .36 18 .04 18 
Energy .23* 114 -.38** 114 -.08 114 
Inner Work Standards .08 106 -.34** 106 -.14 114 
Need Advancement -.32 17 -.38** 105 -.12 18 
Development Orient. -.25 18 -.50** 114 -.56* 18 
Self Objectivity 
-.24 18 -.25** 114 -.33 18 
Scholastic Aptitude 
-.07 17 -.05 113 .12 18 
* B < .05. **B<.01. 
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Table E-4 
Analyses of Variance with Sex as Independent Variable fAMPA") 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension E d£ E d£ E df 
Oral Presentation 0.00 1, 171 3.59 1, 171 4.09* 1, 171 
Oral Defense .51 1, 171 2.23 1, 171 8.93** 1, 171 
Impact 1.07 1, 171 4.61* 1, 171 1.53 1, 171 
Autonomy 1.95 1,71 3.91* 1, 171 .01 1,71 
Aware. Social Environ. .84 1, 171 .69 1, 171 .19 1, 171 
Negotiation .04 1, 171 .40 1, 171 1.11 1, 171 
Leadership 1.17 1, 171 4.55* 1, 171 1.30 1, 171 
Behavior Flexibility .74 1, 170 .28 1, 171 3.17 1, 170 
Risk Taking 3.79 1, 171 .03 1, 171 3.96* 1, 171 
Coping Situât. Stress .74 1, 171 1.28 1, 171 4.36* 1, 171 
Tolerance Uncertainty .17 1, 171 .78 1, 171 2.27 1, 171 
Decision Making .27 1, 171 .73 1, 171 .05 1, 171 
Decisiveness .71 1, 171 .04 1, 171 1.77 1, 171 
Fact Finding .00 1, 171 .06 1, 171 .11 1, 171 
Interpreting Info. .78 1, 171 .30 1, 171 .31 1, 171 
Organization/Planning .53 1.71 .27 1.71 .27 1,71 
Energy 2.53 1, 171 2.63 1, 171 .11 1, 171 
Inner Work Standards .04 1, 168 .22 1, 168 .00 1, 171 
Need Advancement .35 1,69 .57 1, 167 .64 1,70 
Development Orient. .16 1,70 .00 1, 171 .32 1,70 
Self Objectivity .00 1,70 .60 1, 171 .82 1,70 
Scholastic Aptitude .67 1,69 .27 1, 170 .00 1,70 
Nptg- Bmales — 130, flfemales — 43. 
* g < .05. **£<.01. 
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Table E-5 
Mean Ratines hv Sex fAMPA") 
Male Female 
Dimension Mean in n Mean m n 
Assessor 
Oral Presentation 3.38 .91 130 3.07 .96 43 
Oral Defense 3.15 .87 130 2.91 1.02 43 
Impact 3.22 .93 130 2.86 1.06 43 
Autonomy 3.22 .81 130 2.93 .94 43 
Aware. Social Envir. 2.98 .86 130 2.86 .80 43 
Negotiation 2.78 .94 130 2.67 .87 43 
Leadership 2.69 1.05 130 2.30 1.01 43 
Behavior Flex. 2.75 .80 130 2.67 .68 43 
Risk Taking 2.68 .72 130 2.70 .64 43 
Coping Sit. Stress. 3.23 .78 130 3.07 .88 43 
Tolerance Uncert 3.05 .93 130 2.91 .78 43 
Decision Making 2.90 .88 130 2.77 .90 43 
Decisiveness 2.80 .94 130 2.77 .95 43 
Fact Finding 3.12 .90 130 3.16 .87 43 
Interpreting Info. 3.15 1.05 130 3.05 .97 43 
Organize/Planning 3.42 .86 53 3.30 .80 20 
Energy 3.52 .80 130 3.74 .69 43 
Inner Work Stand. 3.59 .74 127 3.65 .72 43 
Need Advancement 3.24 .96 127 3.12 .86 42 
Develop. Orient. 3.12 1.03 130 3.12 1.05 43 
Self Objectivity 3.16 .91 130 3.28 .70 43 
Scholastic Aptitude 2.96 1.10 130 2.86 1.22 42 
Self 
Oral Presentation 4.04 .77 130 3.74 .98 43 
Oral Defense 4.07 .68 130 3.70 .77 43 
Impact 3.71 .76 130 3.53 .88 43 
Autonomy 4.02 .72 53 4.00 .73 20 
Aware. Social Envir. 3.72 .64 130 3.77 .78 43 
Negotiation 3.86 .72 130 3.72 .85 43 
Leadoship 3.97 .71 130 3.81 .93 43 
Behavior Flex. 4.00 .68 129 3.77 .90 .43 
Risk Taking 3.65 .87 130 3.35 .78 43 
Coping Sit. Stress 4.19 .76 130 3.88 1.05 43 
Tolerance Uncert 4.05 .77 130 3.84 .95 43 
Decision Making 3.85 .77 130 3.81 .88 43 
Decisiveness 4.20 .86 130 4.00 .85 43 
Fact Finding 3.84 .80 130 3.88 .66 43 
Interpreting Info. 3.80 .84 130 3.88 .91 43 
Organize/Planning 4.00 .71 53 4.10 .79 20 
Energy 4.42 .74 130 4.37 .72 43 
Inner Wo± Stand. 4.09 .82 130 4.09 .81 43 
Need Advancement 3.38 .99 52 3.15 1.39 20 
Develop. Orient. 3.98 .87 52 3.85 .88 20 
Self Objectivity 3.81 .63 52 3.95 .51 20 
Scholastic Aptitude 4.15 .67 52 4.15 .67 20 
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Table E-6 
Analyses of Variance with Race as Independent Variable CAMPA't 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension E df E df E df 
Oral Presentation .19 1, 169 .00 1, 169 .29 1, 169 
Oral Defense .39 1, 169 .46 1, 169 .00 1, 169 
bnpact 3.56 1, 169 .89 1, 169 1.69 1, 169 
Autonomy .08 1,70 .11 1, 169 .80 1,70 
Aware. Social Environ. .31 1, 169 .83 1, 169 .06 1, 169 
Negotiation 1.07 1, 169 .14 1, 169 1.13 1, 169 
Leadership .55 1, 169 .00 1,169 1.26 1, 169 
Behavior Flexibility 3.58 1, 168 .87 1, 169 2.67 1, 168 
Risk Taking .04 1, 169 .01 1, 169 .02 1, 169 
Coping Situât Stress .09 1, 169 .79 1, 169 1.42 1, 169 
Tolerance Uncertainty .05 1, 169 .16 1, 169 .53 1, 169 
Decision Making 3.06 1, 169 .05 1, 169 4.70* 1, 169 
Decisiveness 2.90 1, 169 .01 1, 169 5.61* 1, 169 
Fact Finding 1.13 1, 169 .14 1, 169 1.30 1, 169 
Interpreting Info. .05 1, 169 1.01 1, 169 .84 1, 169 
Organization/Planning .32 1,70 .65 1,70 .00 1,70 
Energy .29 1, 169 .04 1, 169 .82 1, 169 
Inner Work Standards .01 1, 166 .51 1, 166 .66 1, 169 
Need Advancement 2.51 1,68 1.75 1, 165 1.15 1,69 
Development Orient. .17 1,69 1.03 1, 169 .02 1,69 
Self Objectivity .58 1,69 .73 1, 169 .27 1,69 
Scholastic Aptitude .00 1,68 .00 1, 168 .22 1,69 
Hwhite — 158, Unonwhite — 13. 
*£< .05.  
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Table E-7 
Analyses of Variance with Education Maior as Independent Variable CAMPA) 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension E df E d£ E df 
Oral Presentation .08 2, 107 .71 2, 107 1.13 2, 107 
Oral Defense .21 2, 107 1.11 2, 107 1.11 2, 107 
Impact 1.70 2, 107 1.28 2, 107 .15 2, 107 
Autonomy 3.15 2, 15 1.25 2, 107 3.65 2, 15 
Aware. Social Environ. 1.73 2, 107 .14 2, 107 3.06 2, 107 
Negotiation 3.16* 2, 107 .78 2, 107 3.52* 2, 107 
Leadership .86 2, 107 2.60 2, 107 2.24 2, 107 
Behavior Flexibility 1.19 2, 107 .59 2, 107 1.32 2, 107 
Risk Taking .00 2, 107 2.19 2, 107 1.41 2, 107 
Coping Situât Stress 1.95 2, 107 .93 2, 107 2.73 2, 107 
Tolerance Uncertainty .93 2, 107 .34 2, 107 2.54 2, 107 
Decision Making 1.00 2, 107 3.05 2, 107 1.74 2, 107 
Decisiveness 4.03* 2, 107 .56 2, 107 5.72** 2, 107 
Fact Finding 3.36* 2, 107 4.48* 2, 107 .16 2, 107 
Interpreting Info. 1.06 2, 107 5.43** 2, 107 2.46 2, 107 
Organization/Planning 1.71 2, 15 .40 2, 15 6.27* 2, 15 
Energy .07 2, 107 .32 2, 107 .05 2. 107 
Inner Work Standards 1.79 2, 99 1.03 2, 99 .95 2, 107 
Need Advancement .13 2, 14 1.46 2, 98 .60 2, 15 
Development Orient. .00 2, 15 3.04 2, 107 .09 2, 15 
Self Objectivity 1.01 2, 15 .57 2, 107 .53 2, 15 
Scholastic Aptitude 1.42 2, 14 10.22** 2, 106 2.18 2. 15 
NPtg- Hsocial — 25, nbusiness — 50, Dscience — 35. 
* g < .05. ** B < .01. 
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Table E'8 
Mean Ratings bv Education Maior (AMPA) 
Social Business Science 
Dimension Mean SJ2. n Mean n Mean m a 
Assessor 
Oral Presentation 3.12 .93 25 3.24 .87 50 3.40 .98 35 
Oral Defense 2.76 .88 25 3.08 .94 50 3.06 .91 35 
Impact 2.96 .98 25 3.24 .82 50 2.97 .92 35 
Autonomy 3.08 .91 25 3.24 .85 50 2.94 .84 35 
Aware Soc. Envir. 2.88 1.05 25 2.98 .80 50 2.91 .70 35 
Negotiation 2.52 .92 25 2.78 .91 50 2.74 .78 35 
Leadership 2.20 .91 25 2.70 .99 50 2.71 .99 35 
Behavior Flex. 2.60 .65 25 2.78 .76 50 2.77 .69 35 
Risk Taking 2.40 .65 25 2.74 .66 50 2.66 .68 35 
Coping Sit. Stress 2.96 .89 25 3.16 .82 50 2.94 .73 35 
Tolerance Uncert 2.84 .75 25 2.96 .97 50 2.80 .99 35 
Decision Making 2.48 .92 25 3.02 .84 50 2.86 .94 35 
Decisiveness 2.60 .91 25 2.82 .87 50 2.69 .90 35 
Fact Finding 2.76 .78 25 3.34 .80 50 3.11 .80 35 
Interpreting Info. 2.56 1.12 25 3.32 .82 50 3.29 1.13 35 
Organize/Planning 3.50 .84 6 3.20 .84 5 3.57 .53 7 
Energy 3.56 .77 25 3.46 .81 50 3.40 .69 35 
Inner Work Stand. 3.39 .72 23 3.62 .72 45 3.44 .70 34 
Need Advancement 2.83 .78 23 3.22 .90 45 3.06 1.00 33 
Develop. Orient. 2.68 .95 25 3.20 1.07 50 2.80 .83 35 
Self Objectivity 3.20 1.00 25 3.24 .89 50 3.03 .89 35 
Schol. Aptitude 2.60 1.12 25 2.70 .93 50 3.62 1.07 34 
Self 
Oral Presentation 3.64 .99 25 3.86 .83 50 3.97 .75 35 
Oral Defense 3.72 .74 25 3.90 .61 50 4.00 .84 35 
Impact 3.56 .96 25 3.50 .81 50 3.60 .81 35 
Autonomy 3.50 .55 6 3.40 .55 5 4.29 .76 7 
Aware. Soc. Envir. 3.68 .69 25 3.50 .58 50 3.86 .73 35 
Negotiation 3.72 .79 25 3.44 .79 50 3.89 .76 35 
Leadership 3.56 1.00 25 3.72 .70 50 3.97 .66 35 
Behavior Flex. 3.84 1.07 25 3.72 .64 50 4.00 :73 35 
Risk Taking 3.16 1.03 25 3.52 .81 50 3.43 .85 35 
Coping Sit. Stress 3.60 .82 25 4.04 .83 50 4.09 .95 35 
Tolerance Uncert 3.52 .96 25 3.98 .74 50 3.83 .86 35 
Decision Making 3.44 .92 25 3.68 .79 50 3.83 .71 35 
Decisiveness 3.64 .95 25 3.94 .71 50 4.34 .84 35 
Fœt Finding 3.80 .76 25 3.72 .76 50 3.80 .72 35 
Interpreting Info. 3.40 1.00 25 3.76 .82 50 3.91 .92 35 
Organize/Planning 3.67 .82 6 3.60 .55 5 4.71 . .49 7 
Energy 4.32 .80 25 4.30 .79 50 4.26 .74 35 
Inner Work Stand. 3.92 .91 25 3.76 .72 50 4.00 .87 35 
Need Advancement 2.50 1.05 6 2.80 1.48 5 3.29 1.38 7 
Develop. Orient. 3.50 1.38 6 3.80 1.30 5 3.71 1.11 7 
Self Objectivity 3.50 .84 6 4.00 0.00 5 3.57 1.13 7 
Scholastic Aptitude 3.50 .55 6 4.00 .71 5 4.29 .76 7 
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Table F-1 
Correlations between AMPA Ratines and Years of Service 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension £ N £ N £ N 
Oral Presentation .14 85 -.13 85 .03 85 
Oral Defense .06 85 -.08 85 -.02 85 
Impact -.10 85 .03 85 -.08 85 
Autonomy -.28 24 -.04 85 -.16 24 
Aware. Social Environ. .04 85 -.19 85 -.18 85 
Negotiation .15 85 -.23* 85 -.04 85 
Leadership .06 85 -.14 85 -.10 85 
Behavior Flexibility .08 85 -.19 85 -.07 85 
Risk Taking .28** 85 -.25* 85 .10 85 
Coping Situât Stress .05 85 -.05 85 .01 85 
Tolerance Uncertainty .28** 85 -.26* 85 .07 85 
Decision Making .10 85 -.24* 85 -.13 85 
Decisiveness .08 85 -.07 85 .02 85 
Fact Finding -.02 85 -.09 85 -.14 85 
Interpreting Info. .03 85 -.19 85 -.18 85 
Organization/Planning .06 24 -.03 24 .06 24 
Energy .12 85 -.21 85 -.04 85 
Inner Work Standards -.09 83 -.02 83 -.14 85 
Need Advancement -.14 23 -.24* 82 -.05 24 
Development Orient. -.10 24 -.36** 85 -.39 24 
Self Objectivity -.02 24 -.30** 85 -.06 24 
Scholastic Aptitude .10 23 -.07 84 -.07 24 
* g < .05. **11 <.01. 
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Table F-2 
Correlations between AMPA Ratings and Number of Subordinates 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension £ M £ M £ M 
Oral Presentation .18 103 -.08 103 .14 103 
Oral Defense .22* 103 -.20* 103 .08 103 
Impact -.02 103 -.04 103 -.07 103 
Autonomy - - -.07 103 - -
Aware. Social Environ. .14 103 -.03 103 .18 103 
Negotiation .08 103 .00 103 .11 103 
Leadership .07 103 -.05 103 .05 103 
Behavior Flexibility .12 103 -.06 103 .10 103 
Risk Taking .16 103 -.03 103 .14 103 
Coping Situât Stress .05 103 -.05 103 .01 103 
Tolerance Uncertainty .17 103 -.12 103 .09 103 
Decision Making .11 103 • -.07 103 .07 103 
Decisiveness .06 103 -.03 103 .04 103 
Fact Finding .08 103 -;oi 103 .11 103 
Interpreting Info. .13 103 -.10 103 .04 103 
Organization/Planning - - - - - -
Energy .21* 103 -.08 103 .18 103 
Inner Work Standards .12 94 -.09 94 .04 103 
Need Advancement - - .03 94 - -
Development Orient. - - -.16 103 - -
Self Objectivity - - -.21* 103 - -
Scholastic Aptitude .02 103 - -
< .05. 
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Table F-3 
Analyses of Variance with Company Employment as Independent Variable CAMPA) 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension E d£ E df E df 
Oral Presentation 1.52 2, 176 1.53 2, 176 3.08* 2, 176 
Oral Defense .85 2, 176 1.53 2, 176 .47 2, 176 
Impact .46 2, 176 1.86 2, 176 6.27** 2, 176 
Autonomy 1.09 1,71 .30 2, 176 .01 1.71 
Aware. Social Enyiron. .32 2, 176 1.31 2, 176 .85 2, 176 
Negotiation .10 2, 176 1.21 2, 176 3.08* 2, 176 
Leadership .53 2, 176 .75 2, 176 5.61** 2, 176 
Behayior Flexibility .53 2, 175 .12 2, 176 1.57 2, 175 
Risk Taking .27 2, 176 1.89 2, 176 1.53 2, 176 
Coping Situât. Stress .68 2, 176 3.64* 2, 176 4.46* 2, 176 
Tolerance Uncertainty .94 2, 176 3.21* 2, 176 3.33* 2, 176 
Decision Making 2.14 2, 176 .59 2, 176 8.54** 2, 176 
Decisiyeness 1.99 2, 176 1.61 2, 176 5.44** 2, 176 
Fact Finding .44 2, 176 .15 2, 176 1.97 2, 176 
Interpreting Info. 1.11 2, 176 .08 2, 176 3.11* .2, 176 
Organization/Planning .07 1,71 .34 1,71 1.23 1,71 
Energy .93 2, 176 5.99** 2, 176 1.89 2, 176 
Inner Work Standards 5.79** 2, 167 4.76** 2, 167 12.99** 2, 176 
Need Adyancement .51 1,69 2.51 2, 166 3.48 1,70 
Deyelopment Orient. 2.27 1,70 6.98** 2, 176 1.00 1,70 
Self Objectiyity .14 1,70 1.78 2, 176 .18 1 ,70 
Scholastic Aptitude 1.45 1,69 .17 2, 175 .53 1,70 
Npt?- Unever — 53, flpreviously — 38, Bcurrently — 88. 
* B < .05. ** g,< .01. 
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Table F-4 
Mean Ratings bv Company Emnlovment fAMPA) 
Never Previously Currently 
Dimension Mean SR A Mean m n Mean &D H 
Assessor 
Oral Presentation 3.42 .86 53 3.08 .78 38 3.32 1.00 88 
Oral Defense 3.25 .81 53 2.92 .85 38 3.05 .98 88 
Impact 3.32 .98 53 3.16 .92 38 3.00 .97 88 
Autonomy 3.21 .79 53 3.08 .82 38 3.11 .90 88 
Aware. Soc. Env. 3.09 .81 53 2.82 .83 38 2.93 .84 88 
Negotiation 2.91 .93 53 2.66 .94 38 2.68 .89 88 
Leadership 2.74 1.04 53 2.50 1.06 38 2.55 1.03 88 
Behavior Flex. 2.75 .83 53 2.74 .76 38 2.69 .73 88 
Risk Taking 2.81 .76 53 2.71 .61 38 2.58 .69 88 
Coping Sit. Stress 3.38 .74 53 2.92 .82 38 3.17 .82 88 
Tolerance Uncert 3.21 .79 53 2.74 .86 38 2.99 .93 88 
Decision Making 2.96 .83 53 2.76 .85 38 2.85 .92 88 
Decisiveness 2.98 .93 53 2.79 .84 38 2.69 .95 88 
Fact Finding 3.19 .98 53 3.11 .76 38 3.11 .86 88 
Interpreting Info. 3.17 .98 53 3.11 .95 38 3.10 1.08 88 
Organize/Planning 3.34 .92 47 - - 0 3.46 .71 26 
Energy 3.87 .68 53 3.53 .89 38 3.42 .72 88 
Inner Work Stand. 3.85 .72 47 3.65 .86 37 3.45 .64 86 
Need Advancement 3.47 .93 47 3.08 .98 37 3.13 .90 85 
Develop. Orient. 3.53 1.01 53 3.08 1.02 38 2.89 .96 88 
Self Objectivity 3.34 .71 53 3.00 .87 38 3.16 .93 88 
Scholastic Aptitude 2.98 1.05 53 2.84 1.00 38 2.91 1.22 87 
Self 
Oral Presentation 4.19 .76 53 3.89 .76 38 3.84 .88 88 
Oral Defense 4.04 .76 53 4.00 .70 38 3.92 .71 88 
Impact 3.98 .60 53 3.63 .79 38 3.51 .84 88 
Autonomy 4.02 .71 47 - - 0 4.00 .75 26 
Aware. Soc. Env. 3.77 .67 53 3.61 .68 38 3.76 .68 88 
Negotiation 4.04 .59 53 3.68 .87 38 3.76 .79 88 
Leadership 4.21 .66 53 3.71 .77 38 3.86 .79 88 
Behavior Flex. 4.10 .63 52 3.84 .72 38 3.91 .80 88 
Risk Taking 3.74 .68 53 3.50 .86 38 3.49 .93 88 
Coping Sit. Stress 4.40 .63 53 3.95 .90 38 4.02 .88 88 
Tolerance Uncert 4.25 .59 53 3.92 .71 38 3.90 .95 88 
Decision Making 4.19 .56 53 3.58 .83 38 3.74 .84 88 
Decisiveness 4.40 .74 53 3.82 .90 38 4.14 .85 88 
Fact Finding 4.02 .77 53 3.71 .80 38 3.83 .73 88 
Interpreting Info. 4.06 .69 53 3.63 .85 38 3.78 .92 88 
Organize/Planning 3.96 .72 47 - - 0 4.15 .73 26 
Energy 4.57 .67 53 4.32 .70 38 4.34 79 88 
Inner Woik Stand. 4.47 .57 53 3.66 .81 38 4.05 .83 88 
Need Advancement 3.50 .98 46 - - 0 3.00 1.26 26 
Develop. Orient. 4.02 .75 46 - - 0 3.81 1.06 26 
Self Objectivity 3.87 .45 46 - - 0 3.81 .80 26 
Scholastic Aptitude 4.20 .65 46 - - 0 4.08 .69 26 
175 
Table F-5 
Analyses of Variance with Line/Staff as Independent Variable fAMPAl 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension E df E df E df 
Oral Presentation .04 1,97 1.31 1,97 .93 1,97 
Oral Defense .76 1,97 .07 1,97 .86 1,97 
Impact .22 1,97 .62 1,97 1.95 1,97 
Autonomy - - .51 1,97 - -
Aware. Social Environ. 2.68 1,97 .03 1,97 6.22* 1,97 
Negotiation .20 1,97 .27 1,97 1.48 1,97 
Leadership .13 1,97 .98 1,97 .61 1,97 
Behavior Flexibility .05 1,97 .29 1,97 .71 1,97 
Risk Taking 1.45 1,97 .28 1,97 2.68 1,97 
Coping Situât Stress .60 1,97 .05 1,97 1.20 1,97 
Tolerance Uncertainty .43 1,97 .04 1,97 .40 1,97 
Decision Making .05 1,97 .02 1,97 .21 1,97 
Decisiveness .02 1,97 .77 1,97 1.25 1,97 
Fact Finding .20 1,97 .81 1,97 .08 1,97 
Interpreting Info. 1.08 1,97 .45 1,97 .30 1,97 
Organization/Planning - - - - - -
Energy .31 1 ,97 .65 1,97 2.27 1,97 
Inner Work Standards .80 1, 89 1.84 1, 89 .03 1,97 
Need Advancement - - .69 1,89 - . 
Development Orient. - - 1.14 1 ,97 - -
Self Objectivity - - .05 1,97 - -
Scholastic Aptitude - - .06 1,97 
-
-
Note. nune = 48,nstaff=51. 
*R< .05. 
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Table G-1 
Correlations between AMPA Ratings and Verbal Ability 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension £ N £ N £ M 
Oral Presentation .04 179 .11 179 .18* 179 
Oral Defense -.06 179 .22** 179 . .19* 179 
Lnpact .04 179 .07 179 .13 179 
Autonomy .01 73 .10 179 .04 73 
Aware. Social Environ. -.10 179 .14 179 .01 179 
Negotiation -.03 179 .18* 179 .17* 179 
Leadership -.02 179 .09 179 .09 179 
Behavior Flexibility -.06 178 .19* 179 .11 178 
Risk Taking -.19* 179 .22** 179 -.02 179 
Coping Situât. Stress -.12 179 .21** 179 .06 179 
Tolerance Uncertainty -.20** 179 23** 179 -.01 179 
Decision Making .01 179 .14 179 .18* 179 
Decisiveness -.04 179 .18* 179 .14 179 
Fact Finding -.01 179 .19* 179 .20** 179 
Interpreting Info. .01 179 .17* 179 .21** 179 
Organization/Planning -.07 73 .04 73 -.07 73 
Energy -.12 179 .12 179 -.03 179 
Inner Work Standards .05 170 .00 170 .04 179 
Need Advancement .02 71 .06 169 .09 72 
Development Orient. -.21 72 .15* 179 -.03 72 
Self Objectivity -.09 72 .07 179 -.13 72 
Scholastic Aptitude -.64** 71 .78** 178 .21 72 
•a<.05. **ii<.01. 
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Table G-2 
Correlations between AMPA Ratings and Mathematical Ability 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension £ H I N : M 
Oral Presentation -.02 178 .14 178 .14 178 
Oral Defense -.14 178 .27** 178 .13 178 
Impact -.09 178 .10 178 -.00 178 
Autonomy -.05 72 .09 178 .06 72 
Aware. Social Environ. -.12 178 .12 178 -.04 178 
Negotiation -.05 178 .21** 178 .18* 178 
Leadership -.15 178 23** 178 .08 178 
Behavior Flexibility -.08 177 .21** 178 .11 177 
Risk Taking -.10 178 .19** 178 .05 178 
Coping Situât Stress -.09 178 .15 178 .04 178 
Tolerance Uncertainty -.19* 178 .22** 178 -.01 178 
Decision Making -.08 178 .29** 178 .21** 178 
Decisiveness -.09 178 .17* 178 .07 178 
Fact Finding -.14 178 .30** 178 .14 178 
Interpreting Info. -.11 178 .34** 178 .26** 178 
Organization/Planning -.04 72 .18 72 .14 72 
Energy -.12 178 .12 178 -.03 178 
Inner Work Standards .04 169 .12 169 .14 178 
Need Advancement -.17 70 .15 168 .00 71 
Development Orient. -.34** 71 .23** 178 -.10 71 
Self Objectivity -.24* 71 .21** 178 -.23 71 
Scholastic Aptitude -.68** 70 .86** 177 .30* 71 
* R < .05. ** ii< .01. 
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Table G-3 
Correlations between AMPA Ratings and Total Ability 
Difference Assessor Self 
Dimension £ N £ N £ N 
Oral Presentation -.01 179 .15* 179 .16* 179 
Oral Defense -.14 179 .28** 179 .15 * 179 
Impact -.05 179 .08 179 .04 179 
Autonomy -.03 73 .10 179 .01 73 
Aware. Social Environ. -.11 179 .13 179 -.03 179 
Negotiation -.06 179 .22** 179 .18* 179 
Leadership -.10 179 .17* 179 .08 179 
Behavior Flexibility -.09 178 .22** 179 .11 178 
Risk Taking -.17* 179 .23** 179 -.00 179 
Coping Situât Stress -.12 179 .20** 179 .06 179 
Tolerance Uncertainty -.22** 179 .25** 179 -.01 179 
Decision Making -.06 179 .26** 179 .22** 179 
Decisiveness -.10 179 .21** 179 .10 179 
Fact Finding -.10 179 .30** 179 20** 179 
Interpreting Info. -.08 179 .31** 179 .27** 179 
Organization/Planning -.04 73 .15 73 .11 73 
Energy -.14 179 .13 179 -.05 179 
Inner Work Standards .07 170 .04 170 .11 179 
Need Advancement -.13 71 .11 169 -.01 72 
Development Orient. -.29* 72 .19** 179 -.12 72 
Self Objectivity -.17 72 .15* 179 -.21 72 
Scholastic Aptitude -.76** 71 .93** 178 .24* 72 
* g,< .05. ** g,< .01. 
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APPENDIX H. 
INTERCORRELATIONS OF MMAP RATINGS 
Table H-1 
Correlations of Assessor Ratings with Self-Ratinps <MMAP> 
Self 
Assessor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1-Oral Present .40* .19* .24* .25* .18* -.04 .09 .14 .06 .17* .11 .09 .07 .08 .05 .19* 
2-Oral Defense .25* .19* .22* .17* .15 .03 .12 .11 .06 .13 -.02 .02 .01 .11 -.02 .09 
3-Oral Commun. .20* .12 .20* .24* .20* .01 .13 .18* .10 .02 .03 .00 -.10 .04 -.03 .24* 
4-Written Comm. .14 .01 .20* .35* .15 .00 -.01 .02 .05 -.04 -.01 -.01 -.08 .09 -.16* .14 
5-Impact .23* .23* .24* .20* .38* .06 .29* .39* .26* .11 .08 .02 .01 .01 .00 .34* 
6-BehaviorFlex. .30* .15 .29* .18* .29* .06 .10 .26* .20* .04 .07 .05 -.10 .13 -.05 24* 
7-Autonomy .25* .32* .22* .12 .32* .02 .27* .32* .21* .17* .14 .03 .08 .03 .05 .23* 
8-Influence/Diiect .25* .17* .28* .24* .29* -.02 .18* .29» .22* .04 .06 .05 -.01 .05 -.05 .16* 
9-Group Facil. .25* .13 .24* .08 .27* .08 .13 .42* .34* .01 .07 -.07 -.17* .06 -.05 .27* 
10-Dec. Making .17* .12 .13 .08 .05 -.05 -.01 .02 .03 .07 .09 .13 .07 .02 .01 .01 
11-Decisiveness .11 .11 .15 .02 .09 -.05 .13 .05 .05 -.03 .10 .17* .03 .07 .03 -.01 
12-Fact Finding .14 .19* .14 .27* .12 -.16 -.01 -.00 .04 .06 -.01 .15 .13 .01 -.01 .07 
13-Analysis .12 .13 .10 .14 -.01 -.05 -.03 .03 .03 .10 .07 .17* .12 .01 .07 .04 
14-Organize .17* .20* .16 .17* .09 .04 .01 .07 .08 .08 .19* .21* .10 .21* .13 .05 
15-Planning .16* .17* .10 .02 .01 .06 .01 -.05 .00 .08 .03 .22* .15 .07 -.02 .00 
16-Work Motiv. .31* .29* .26* .19* .27* .01 .14 .24* .14 .11 .11 .14 .07 .10 .10 .30* 
17-Critical Think. .09 .07 .06 .21* .05 -.10 -.14 .01 -.00 -.01 -.11 .05 .09 .07 -.18* .02 
18-Self Objective .08 -.02 .06 .02 -.00 -.09 -.11 -.03 -.08 -.26* -.18* -.10 -.22* -.19* -.24* -.12 
Note. Sample sizes vary from 155 to 156. 
* H < .05. 
Table H-2 
Intercorrelations of Assessor Ratings and Self-Ratinps (MMAP"» 
Self/Self 
Dimension 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
Assessor/Assessor 
l-Oral Present .30* .38* .14 .22* .08 .10 .24* .19* .26* .18* .06 .11 24* .19* .26* 
2-Oral Defense .67* .23* .00 .29* -.04 .18* .34* .13 .34* .20* .25* .38* .15 28* .23* 
3-Oral Commun. .63* .53* .32* .31* .02 .07 .21* .23* .19* .22* J24* .13 .25* .16* .32* 
4-Written Comm. .39* .38* .41* .11 .13 .02 .03 .12 .19* .23* .14 .10 .22* .12 .21* 
5-ImpKt .53* .52* .59* .31* .10 .26* .49* .44* .17* .11 .01 -.05 .02 .05 .40* 
6-BehaviorFlex. .52* .50* .64* .37* .70* .00 .12 .13 .20* .15 -.05 -.09 .07 .09 .21* 
7-Amonomy .43* .44* .46* .27* .72* .53* .22* .17* .16* .18* -.02 .07 .02 .01 .31* 
8-Influence^iiect .56* .51* .65* .37* .76* .73* .62* .62* .25* .21* .04 .05 .15 .18* .37* 
9-Group Facil. .42* .43* .59* .33* .73* .72* .49* .68* .20* .08 .09 .01 .15 .17* .30* 
10-Dec. Making .52* .57* .40* .33* .34* .35* .41* .44* .29* .39* .24* .52* .32* .48* .23* 
11-Decisiveness .40* .50* .34* .23* .39* .32* .45* .43* .26* .69* .18* .26* .41* .43* .28* 
12-Fact Finding .55* .62* .37* .49* .40* .33* .35* .36* .32* .63* .43* .55* .36* 27* .14 
13-Analysis .51* .58* .40* .38* .32* .33* .34* .42* .29* .79* .62* .64* .36* .41* .06 
14-Organize .44* .48* .38* .35* .35* .32* .41* .42* .30* .71* .75* .50* .67* .40* .19* 
15-Planning .38* .47* .36* .32* .31* .31* .31* .39* .31* .59* .58* .45* .64* .63* .16* 
16-Work Motiv. .60* .54* .61* .38* .68* .57* .60* .60* .64* .48* .41* .51* .50* .55* .49* 
17-Critical Think. .28* .31* .18* .43* .21* .28* .14 .23* .15 .33* .20* .48* .36* J29* .34* .26* 
18-Self Objective .48* .55* .44* .39* .40* .47* .36* .52* .38* .62* .52* .45* .54* .47* .51* .40* 
Note. Sample sizes vary from 155 to 156. 
* E < .05. 
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Table M 
Correlations between MMAP Ratings and Age 
Dimension Difference Assessor Self 
Oral Presentation .35** -.43** -.14 
Oral Defense .33** -.47** -.20* 
Oral Commun. .17* -.40** -.18* 
Written Commun. .15 -.33** -.21* 
Impact .21*a -.41** -.27**a 
Behavior Flex. .12 -.29** -.14 
Autonomy .19* -.29** -.09 
Influence/Direct .19* -.35** -.18* 
Group Facil. .19* -.30** -.14 
Decision Making .21** -.32** -.10 
Decisiveness .23** -.22** .07 
Fact Finding .36** -.44** -.00 
Analysis .22** -.29** -.03 
Organiring .25** -.33** -.02 
Planning .17* -.25** -.02 
Work Motivation .30** -.45** -.21** 
Critical Thinking - -.29** -
Self Objectivity - -.24** -
E= 147. 
aN= 146.  
*EL < .05. ** £< .01. 
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Table 1-2 
Correlations between MMAP Ratings and Education Level 
Dimension Difference Assessor Self 
Oral Presentation -.27** .34** .13 
Oral Defense -.18* .31** .19* 
Oral Commun. -.08 .09 -.02 
Written Commun. -.03 .23** .24** 
Impact -.18*a .19* -.Oia 
Behavior Flex. -.11 .10 -.05 
Autonomy -.18* .17* -.04 
Influence/Direct. -.17* .14 -.06 
Group Facil. -.05 .08 .04 
Decision Making -.13 .29** .17* 
Decisiveness -.16* .13 -.08 
Fact Fincdng -.32** .46** .09 
Analysis -.19* .32** .12 
Organizing -.22** .28** .01 
Planning -.10 .19* .06 
Work Motivation -.31** .32** -.01 
Critical Thinking - .33** -
Self Objectivity - .15 -
H= 156. 
aN= 155. 
*I1< .05. ** ii< .01. 
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Table 1-3 
Correlations between MMAP Ratings and Years Since Degree 
Dimension Difference Assessor Self 
Oral Presentation .12 -.22* -.14 
Oral Defense .10 -.24** -.21* 
Oral Commun. -.03 -.16 -.18* 
Written Commun. .03 -.04 -.01 
Impact .01 -.19* -.23* 
Behavior Flex. .04 -.13 -.07 
Autonomy .00 -.13 -.13 
Influence/Direct. .03 -.14 -.13 
Group Facil. -.02 -.10 -.14 
Decision Making .14 -.15 .03 
Decisiveness .07 -.09 -.03 
Fact Finding .13 -.23* -.07 
Analysis -.04 -.05 -.12 
Organizing .16 -.20* .01 
Planning .00 -.08 -.09 
Work Motivation .19* -.34** -.17 
Critical Thinking - .07 
Self Objectivity - -.11 
H= 120. 
* g < .05. ** g < .01. 
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Table 1-4 
Analyses of Variance with Sex as Independent Variable CMMAPl 
Dimension Difference Assessor Self 
Oral Presentation .67 .02 .91 
Oral Defense 1.80 1.50 .12 
Oral Commun. .15 2.52 4.23* 
Written Commun. 4.58* 19.08** 5.35* 
Impact .78a .04 1.56a 
Behavior Flex. .28 3.21 1.31 
Autonomy .01 .12 .27 
Influence/Direct. .41 .02 .50 
Group Facil. 2.20 .26 1.77 
Decision Making .47 1.01 .05 
Decisiveness .07 .01 .12 
Fact Finding .05 .17 .03 
Analysis . .96 .36 .52 
Organizing .35 .39 1.92 
Planning 2.80 .72 2.55 
Wprk Motivation .09 1.62 4.96* 
Critical Thinking - 4.12* -
Self Objectivity .90 -
NPt?- Ilmale — 110» Hfemale — 46. 
df= 1, 154. 
adf= 1,153.  
*  B < .05.  **£<.01.  
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Table 1-5 
Mean Ratings bv Sex (MMAP) 
Male^ Female^ 
Dimension Mean m Mean SD 
Assessor 
Oral Presentation 2.92 1.06 2.89 1.02 
Oral Defense 3.17 1.11 2.93 1.10 
Oral Commun. 3.17 .78 3.39 .80 
• Written Commun. 2.51 .89 3.22 1.01 
Impact 
Behavior Flex. 
3.08 1.13 3.04 1.11 
2.64 .86 2.91 .91 
Autonomy 3.08 1.01 3.02 .88 
Influenc^irecL 2.56 1.06 2.59 .96 
Group Facil. 2.79 1.14 2.89 1.06 
Decision Making 2.71 1.06 2.52 1.07 
Decisiveness 2.25 1.08 2.24 1.06 
Fact Finding 3.43 .97 3.50 1.05 
Analysis 2.94 1.08 2.83 .97 
Organizing 2.55 .91 2.65 .82 
Planning 2.18 1.01 2.33 .87 
Work Motivation 3.45 .98 3.67 1.12 
Critical Thinking 2.86 1.50 3.39 1.44 
Self Objectivity 3.15 1.24 3.35 1.16 
Self 
Oral Presentation 3.60 .69 3.72 .72 
Oral Defense 3.76 .68 3.80 .69 
Oral Commun. 3.52 .81 3.80 .75 
Written Commun. 3.39 .77 3.72 .89 
Impact 3.26 .79 3.44C .89 
Behavior Flex. 3.46 .83 3.63 .83 
Autonomy 3.65 .89 3.57 .86 
Influence/Direct. 3.54 .77 3.43 .91 
Group Facil. 3.76 .83 3.57 .89 
Decision Making 3.73 .86 3.70 .73 
Decisiveness 3.98 .69 4.02 .58 
Fact Finding 3.47 .85 3.50 .81 
Analysis 3.70 .84 3.80 .78 
Organizing 3.48 .89 3.70 .87 
Planning 3.58 .81 3.35 .90 
Work Motivation 4.17 .74 4.46 .69 
aN= 110. 
bN = 46. 
CN = 45. 
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Table 1-6 
Analyses of Variance with Race as Independent Variable (MMAPt 
Dimension Difference Assessor Self 
Oral Presentation .64 .20 .22 
Oral Defense .81 .26 .53 
Oral Commun. .02 1.00 .62 
Written Commun. 5.14* 7.30** .12 
Impact .23a .28 2.15a 
Behavior Flex. 4.20* 2.74 1.26 
Autonomy .34 .15 .10 
Influence/Direct .25 3.28 2.53 
Group Facil. .11 1.47 1.32 
Decision Making .01 .16 .43 
Decisiveness .15 .05 1.16 
Fact Finding 1.87 2.25 .04 
Analysis 1.17 .17 1.26 
Organizing 1.07 .14 .85 
Planning .91 .01 1.91 
Work Motivation .80 .36 4,63* 
Critical Thinking - 2.68 -
Self Objectivity - 2.07 -
NPt?' ûwhite — 132, llnonwhite — 23. 
df= 1, 153. 
adf= 1,152.  
*  B < .05.  **£<.01.  
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Table 1-7 
Analyses of Variance with Education Maior as Independent Variable (MMAP) 
Dimension Difference Assessor Self 
Oral Presentation .95 1.80 2.45 
Oral Defense .04 .68 .96 
Oal Commun. .00 1.14 1.03 
Written Commun. .10 .56 .58 
Impact .32 .37 .13 
Behavior Flex. .70 1.37 .32 
Autonomy 3.08* .78 1.54 
Influence/Direct 1.07 .49 .40 
Group Facil. 1.88 .36 1.16 
Decision Making 1.32 .34 1.55 
Decisiveness 1.91 1.19 .57 
Fact Finding .05 2.84 2.89 
Analysis .52 1.42 3.60* 
Organizing .40 1.34 .45 
Planning .46 1.01 .05 
Work Motivation 1.34 1.96 .30 
Critical Thinking - ,52 
Self Objectivity - 1.59 
Note. lîsociai — 30, Dbusiness —52, Ilscience — 36. 
df=2, 115. 
*B< .05.  
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Table 1-8 
Mean Ratines bv Education Maior (MMAP) 
Social® Business^ Science^ 
Dimension 
Assessor 
Oral Presentation 
Oral Defense 
Oral Commun. 
Written Commun. 
Impact 
Behavior Flex. 
Autonomy 
Influence/Direct 
Group Facil. 
Decision Making 
Decisiveness 
Fact Finding 
Analysis 
Organizing 
Planning 
Work Motivation 
Critical Thinking 
Self Objectivity 
Self 
Oral Presentation 
Oral Defense 
Oral Commun. 
Written Commun. 
Impact 
Behavior Flex. 
Autonomy 
Influence/Direct. 
Group Facil. 
Decision Making 
Decisiveness 
Fact Finding 
Analysis 
Organizing 
Planning 
Work Motivation 
Mean 
3.00 
3.20 
3.33 
2.70 
3.10 
2.77 
3.07 
2.73 
3.03 
2.87 
2.33 
3.40 
2.93 
2.63 
2.23 
3.60 
3.10 
3.23 
3.77 
3.77 
3.60 
3.50 
3.37 
3.60 
3.63 
3.40 
3.53 
3.63 
4.00 
3.27 
3.43 
3.40 
3.57 
4.33 
2D Mean SE Mean SD 
1.08 
1.24 
.80 
.92 
1.03 
.86 
.83 
1.08 
1.19 
1.17 
1.12 
.97 
1.17 
.93 
.94 
1.04 
1.47 
1.25 
.73 
.63 
.72 
.63 
.81 
.77 
.72 
.77 
.78 
.76 
.59 
.78 
.82 
.77 
.82 
.71 
3.29 
3.40 
3.38 
2.88 
3.31 
2.92 
3.31 
2.73 
2.90 
2.90 
2.50 
3.88 
3.29 
2.87 
2.46 
3.85 
3.44 
3.50 
3.77 
3.92 
3.67 
3.58 
3.37 
3.50 
3.44 
3.54 
3.79 
3.79 
3.90 
3.69 
3.90 
3.60 
3.54 
4.27 
.91 
.95 
.60 
.92 
1.11 
.84 
.90 
.87 
.98 
1.00 
1.08 
.90 
.96 
.84 
.98 
.92 
1.33 
1 . 1 1  
.70 
.59 
.73 
.87 
.91 
.78 
.92 
.92 
.91 
.80 
.66 
.78 
.75 
.96 
.80 
.74 
2.92 
3.17 
3.14 
2.94 
3.17 
2.61 
3.11 
2.53 
2.81 
2.72 
2.14 
3.64 
3.00 
2.58 
2.19 
3.44 
3.28 
3.06 
3.44 
3.75 
3.42 
3.69 
3.28 
3.44 
3.78 
3.58 
3.83 
3.97 
4.06 
3.42 
3.81 
3.53 
3.50 
4.19 
.94 
.94 
.93 
1.07 
1.18 
.93 
1.09 
1.21 
1.14 
.97 
1.05 
.83 
1.01 
.84 
.92 
.94 
1.67 
1.19 
.77 
.73 
1.02 
.62 
.88 
.84 
.99 
.84 
.85 
.77 
.75 
.87 
.79 
.91 
.88 
.71 
aN = 30. 
bN = 52. 
CN=36.  
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Table J-1 
Correlations between MMAP Rarinfs and Years of Service 
Dimensions Difference Assessor Self 
Oral Presentation .29** -.39** -.17* 
Oral Defense .24** -.40** -.23** 
Oral Commun. .11 -.29** -.14 
Written Commun. .08 -.32** -.29** 
Impact .19*a -.33** -.18*a 
Behavior Flex. .13 -.21** -.04 
Autonomy .17* -.27** -.08 
Influence/Direct .19* -.26** -.07 
Group Facil. .17* -.21** -.06 
Decision Making .07 -.23** -.17* 
Decisiveness .12 -.14 .00 
Fact Finding .35** -.45** -.04 
Analysis .14 -.28** -.14 
Organizing .15 -.26** -.07 
Planning .13 -.21** -.05 
Work Motivation .23** -.36** -.17* 
Critical Thinking - -.34** -
Self Objectivity 
- -.14 -
M= 156. 
aN= 155. 
* ^  < .05. **£<.01. 
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Table J-2 
Correlations between MMAP Ratings and Number of Subordinates 
Dimension Difference Assessor Self 
Oral Presentation .07 -.13 -.10 
Oral Defense .00 -.07 -.11 
Oral Commun. -.01 -.09 -.11 
Written Commun. -.08 -.09 -.21** 
Impact .lia -.16 -.08a 
Behavior Flex. .06 -.06 .03 
Autonomy -.03 -.05 -.10 
Influence/Direct. .06 -.14 -.08 
Group Facil. .09 -.13 -.05 
Decision Making .04 -.09 -.05 
Decisiveness .03 -.04 -.00 
Fact Finding .06 -.06 .02 
Analysis .07 -.10 -.02 
Organizing .05 -.19* -.12 
Planning .08 -.08 .04 
Work Motivation .08 -.11 -.04 
Critical Thinking - -.11 -
Self Objectivity 
- -.04 -
M= 156. 
aN= 155. 
* B < .05. **B<.01. 
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Table J-3 
Analyses of Variance with Line/Staff as Independent Variable (MMAPI 
Dimension Difference Assessor Self 
Oral Presentation .88 .00 1.71 
Oral Defense 1.33 .10 2.25 
Oral Commun. .76 .04 .78 
Written Commun. .01 .70 1.23 
Impact .01& .00 .18& 
Behavior Flex. .27 .15 .11 
Autonomy 1.49 .48 .58 
Influence/Direct. .07 .03 .31 
Group Facil. .06 .03 .32 
Decision Making .18 .00 .36 
Decisiveness .36 .68 .06 
Fact Finding .09 .42 1.45 
Analysis .09 .03 .47 
Organizing .00 .93 .83 
Planning .22 .03 .85 
Work Motivation .10 .04 .57 
Critical Thinking - .28 
Self Objectivity - .00 
Note, mine = 67, nstaff = 80. 
d£= 1, 145. 
adf= 1,144.  
